Appendices







APPENDIX A: 1979 GGNRA ADVISORY COMMISSION PET
POLICY

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION ARE A
FORT MASON. SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94123

IN REPLY REFER
TO:

A--18 February 24, 1979 xw4d6
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA ADVISORY COMMISSICON

APPROVED GUIDELINES FOR A PET POLICY - SAN FRANCISCO AND MARIN

COUNTY (MUIR BEACH & SOUTH)

1. DEFINITIONS:

a. "Unmanaged" dogs and cats

(1) Feral dogs and cats. Those dogs and cats having escaped
domestication and become wild.

(2) Those dogs not supervised by their owners.
b. "Managed" dogs: Those dogs under control of their owner at all time's. This

control may be by voice or by leash. The criterion is that the dog may not harrass
any person or animal.

¢c. Voice or leash control: This is a flexible system. The success of such
a system is dependent upon the willingness of visitors and local residents to cooperate
with GGNRA personnel, and the willingness of GGNRA personnel to manage dogs, people
and wildlife situations; to enforce regulations; and to cite viclators.

2. GENERAL POLICY:

a. Unmanaged animals are not allowed in GGNRA. Every effort should be made_
to apprehend "unmanaged" animals because of potential danger to visitors and
wildlife. (Exception: "Cat Colonies™) The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR 2.8 (d)
states: "Dogs, cats or other pets running at large and observed by an
authorized person in the act of killing, injuring or molesting humans or wildlife
may be disposed of in the interest of public safety and protection of the
wildlife." If the dog's owner is found, the owner should be cited and fined. If the
dog’s owner cannot be found, the dog should be sent to the local humane Society.

b. Licensing laws. If a person and a dog come from San Francisco or Marin
County, the dog must have the appropriate license. If the person and dog come
from out-of-town, . the dog must conform to licensing practices where the dog
resides.

Implementation of these laws should conform with regulations to be developed by
the National Park Service Field Solicitor's office (attorney)- They should be
posted in appropriate places throughout the park.
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POLICY - MARIN COUNTY

Advanced Dog Tralning Area. That portion of former Whitegate Ranch bounded by
Panoramic Highway, State Route 1, and Mt. Tamalpais State. Park, and southwest of
Panoramic Highway is designated as a dog training area for advanced training. Use is
restricted to owners and dogs which have successfully completed basic cbedience
training and are in the process of advanced obedience or special skills training.
Trainers utilizing this area should identify themselves by wearing a flourescent
orange armband. Use of the area by dogs not in advanced training will be considered
a viclation of park regulations.

Dog Run Areas. Pets on leash or under voice control are permitted in the following
areas: Rodec Beach at Fort Cronkhite
Muir Beach
4 Corners tract above Mill Valley bounded by State Route 1,
Panoramic Highway, Sequoia Valley Road and Homestead Valley
area

Trails. Pets are permitted on the following trails efither on leash or under

volce control:

1. Coast Trail, Gelden Gate Bridge to junction of Wolf Ridge Trail (Hill 88) Loop trail
from parking area up to Pacific Coast trail to paved road near Battery
Townsley and return via paved road.

3. Wolf Ridge Trail between Coast Trail and Miwok Trail

4, Miwok Trail hetween Wolf Ridge Trail and Ceoast Trail, Fort Cronkhite.

(Trails 1, 3 and 4 provide a leoop trail, alsc known as the Wolf Ridge Loop
in "Guide to Golden Gate MNational Recreation Area™ by Dorothy Whitnah,
pp. 100-103.)
5. Oakwood Valley Road to Alta Avenue.** (see below)
6. Alta Avenue between Marin City and Oakwood Valley.

Petg on Leash. Pets are permitted while on leash on the following trails: 1. Coast
Trail between Hill 88 and Muir Beach 2. Miwock Trail betwsen Tennessee Valley parking
area and State Route 1.

Pet owners are responsible for the actions of pets in all areas where pets are permitted.
Owners who allow pets to engage in fighting, excessive barking, chasing or disturbance of
wildlife., running at large beyond effective voice control or cother inappropriate behavior
will be considered as being in vicolation -of park regulations.

No dogs will be allowed in Mulr Woods, Audubon Canyon Ranch, Stinson Beach, and in
areas where state park regulation conflicts will arise. The Committes will consider the
area near Stinson Beach for dog access at the time northern Marin portions of the
National Park Service are considered.

There are existing routes to GGENEA from the City of Sausalite which are not readily
accesgsible to residents wanting to hike with their degs. When future access routes
are developed, however, these guidelines will he adjusted to incorporate them.
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-No restrictions {dogs under volice control).

-No restrictions (dogs under wvoice control) except that on
crowded days, in the seawall area between the Cliff House and
Golden Gate Park, wvisitors may ke asked to leash their dogs
or move scuth to less crowded areas.

-Dogs on leash with "Please pickup dog litter™ signs.

-No restricticons. (dogs under volce control).

-No restrictions (dogs under voice control) with "Please pick up dog
litter™ signs.

-No restrictions . (dogs under voice control). Reconsider after
renovation of parking area.

-No pets.

-North beach area: No restrictions (dogs under voice control).

South beach area: No pets.

Picnic area/Parking lot: Dogs on leash at all times.

-No pets.

-Signs at entry points to read "DOG OWNERS - Your dog must
be under voice-control at all times and on leash in parking and
picnic
areas.”

-Dogs on leash with "Please pick up dog litter™ signs

-No dogs on beach. Dogs on leash elsewhere with "Please pack
up dog litter® signs.

-No pets.

-No pets.

Existing cat colonies on San Francisco GGNRA lands will remain, and are
specifically exempted from feral animal policy. We ask for long-term
cooperation among the public, the SPCA. and the CGNRA to upgrade cleanliness
and insure freedcom from disease.

Note® Guide dogs

for the blind are exempt from all restrictions.

Approved Jan 10.. 1979
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R NATIONAL
e  PARK
= SERVICE

National Park Service Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Department of the Interior Fort Mason Building 201
San Francisco, California 94123

{415) 561-4720 phone
{415) 561-4710 fax

2012 Superintendent’s Compendium
Of Designations, Closures, Permit
Requirements and Other Restrictions
Imposed Under Discretionary Authority

Approved: /%% /4_ Dg/ N

k Dean
General Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

yre/4,101%

In accordance with the regulations and delegated authority provided in Title 36, Code of Federal
Reguiations, Chapter 1, Parts 1 through 7, authorized by Title 16, United States Code, Section 3, the
following regulatory provisions are established for the proper management, protection, government and
public use of the porticns of Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Presidio of San Francisco - Area A,
Muir Woods National Monument, and Fort Point National Historic Site under the jurisdiction of the National
Park Service. Unless otherwise stated, these regulatory provisions apply in addition to the requirements
contained in 36 CFR, Chapter 1, Parts 1-7.

Written determinations that explain the reasoning behind the Superintendent’s use of discretionary authority

as required by Section 1.5 (¢) appear in this document identified by italicized print.
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PART 1 -~ GENERAL PROVISIONS

The specific discretionary authority for Park Superintendents to establish reasonable schedules for
visiting hours, impose public use limits, and close park areas for all public use or specific use is
found at Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §1.5. These park-specific restrictions are also
based upon 36 CFR, Chapters 1-7 to protect park resources, visitors and employees. Under CFR
§1.7 notice of all restrictions, closures, designations and permit requirements will be made available
to the general public by a least one or more of the following methods of notifications: maps,
brochures, signs, permits, or other appropriate methods, as well as within this compendium.

Section 1.1 Definitions
The following are terms used in this document. A more complete listing can be found in the CFR derived
under 36 CFR §1.4 or §1.5 htip://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cir/waisidx_09/36¢fr1 09.htmi.

¢ BICYCLE means a device upon which any person may ride, propelled exclusively by human power
through a belt, chain, or gears, and having one or more wheels. Persons riding bicycles are subject to
the provisions of the CA Vehicle code specified in Sections 21200 and 21200.5.

+« BICYCLE ROUTE means any lane, way, or path, designated by appropriate signs, that explicitly
provides for bicycle travel.

» Commercial Carrier: Any type of motor vehicle used for commercial transportation service to areas
administered by GGNRA, including but not limited to sedans, SUV’s, minivans, vans, mini-busses,
motor coaches, and limousines used for commercial transportation services subject to authorization,
The following exceptions apply in which carriers may use roads within GGNRA without a special CUA;

. Vehicles contracted for use by school programs in NPS areas
. Vehicles contracted for use by nonprofit organizations’ programs in NPS areas
. Other providers of public transportation; vehicles, taxis, and/or MUNI

+ COMMERCIAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE: Conveyance of visitors via motor vehicle into and/or
out of any area administered by GGNRA for a direct or indirect fee and, except for on-board
interpretative services, no other services are provided.

+« Commercial Use Authorization: A form or written authorization issued by the Superintendent under
which persons are allowed to provide certain commercial services to visitors of the GGNRA.

« ELECTRIC POWERED MOBILITY ASSISTANCE DEVICES (e.g. electric scooters, Segway® devices)
is @ motor vehicle as defined in Title 36 CFR. "Eleciric personal assistive mobility device" or "EPAMD"
means a self-balancing, non-tandem two-wheeled device, that is not greater than 20 inches deep and
25 inches wide and can turn in place, designed to transport only one person, with an electric propulsion
system averaging less than 750 watls (1 horsepower}, the maximum speed of which, when powered
solely by a propulsion system on a paved level surface, is no more than 12.5 miles per hour
FIRE means any combustion of combustible materials of any type outdeors.

FREQUENT USE: Commercial transportation services offered within GGNRA more than one time per
month. .

IDLING means the engine is running while a truck, bus or any vehicle is stationary.

KITE BUGGY means a light, purpose-built vehicle powered by a traction kite (power kite). 1t is single-
seated and has one steerable front wheel and two fixed rear wheels. The use of these devices fall under
skateboarding regulations (See skateboard).

+ KITESURFING OR KITEBOARDING means using a kite to pull a rider through the water on a
surfboard or kite-board (a wakeboard-like board). The use of these devices fall under surfing
regulations. Other terms used: Windsurfing.

+ MANAGED DOGS means those dogs under control of their owner at all times. This control may be by
voice or by leash, depending on the legal dog walking status of the area visited. The criterion is that the
dog may not harass any person or animal.

¢ ORGANIZED GAMES AND SPORTS mean recreation that requires the erection of associated
equipment, use of uniforms, and/or exclusive use of more than one-third of the designated area or
patterns of routine use.

o OVERNIGHT PARKING means a vehicle parking continuously between 12 midnight and 6:00 a.m.

¢ PICNICKING means an excursion or outing in which the participants carry food with them and have a
meal in the open air.

3
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e SERVICE ANIMAL means any dog that is individually trained to do work or perform tasks for the benefit
of an individual with a disability, including a physical, sensory, psychiatric, intellectual, or other mental
disability. Other species of animals, whether wild or domestic, trained or untrained, are not service
animals for the purpose of this definition. (28 CFR Part 35 section 34.104)

+ MINIATURE HORSES are recognized as SERVICE ANIMALS for the purpose of the definition of
Service Animal. (28 CFR Part 35 Section 34.104)

+ AN INDIVIDUAL WITH A DISABILITY means any person who has a physical, mental, or sensory
impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities, has a record of such an impairment,
or is re-guarded as having such an impairment. (43 CER Part 17.503)

+ PORTABLE FIRE PIT mean a free standing portable fire basin used with wood or wood products. The
use of these devises falls under the 2,13 fire regulations.

» POWERLESS FLIGHT. The use of devices designed to carry persons through the air in powerless
flight.

e PUBLIC PIER OR JETTY is defined in the sport fishing regulations as a publicly owned man-made
structure that has the following characteristics: is connected, above the mean high tide, to the main
coastline; has unrestricted free access for the general public; and has been built or currently functions
for the primary purpose of allowing angling access to ccean waters.

s SKATEBOARD means a board having a set of wheels mounted under it or on the side, ridden in a
standing, crouching or seated position. Cther terms used for extreme sport skating: Mountain-boarding,
Roll-surfing, and Dirt-surfing.

« SKATESAILING means a sport where people on skates are propelled by a sail. Traditionally ice skates
are used, but other kinds, such as roller skates, skateboards, or wheels can be used. Other terms used:
Street-sailing, Wind-skating, Sporting-sails and Land-surfing, the use of these devices fall under
skateboarding regulations.

« UNMANAGED DOGS means dogs that annoy, harass, or attack people, wildlife, livestock or other
dogs, are presumed to be not under control.

+« VOICE CONTROL means dogs are within earshot and eyesight of the owner/handler and respond
immediately to commands to return to [eash when called.

Section 1.2 Applicability and Scope

The regulations and public use limits or restrictions contained in this document apply te all persons entering,
using, visiting or otherwise within the boundaries of lands and waters, controlled, leased, administered or
otherwise subject to the jurisdiction of the National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

Section 1.5 — Visiting Hours, Public Use Limits, Closures

(a}{1) The following visiting hours and public use limits are established for all or for the listed portions of the
park, and the following closures are established for all or a portion of the park to all public use or to a certain
use or activity:

What Are The Visiting Hours?
The Park is open to visitors every day of the year, 24 hours, except where listed below:
VISITOR CENTERS hours are as follows:
Marin County
+« Marin Headlands Visitor Center: open year-round from 9:30-4:30pm (except Thanksgiving and
Christmas Day)
«  Muir Woods National Monument Visitor Center: open year-round from Sam until sunset.
San Francisco
+ (rissy Field Center; Monday-Friday, 9:00-5:00pm
e Fort Mason: Pacific West Regicnal informational Center open all year Monday to Friday from
8:30-4:30pm except federal holidays.
e Fort Point Visitor Center: open all year Friday-Sunday from 10:00-5:00pm.

DAY USE: The following areas are closed between one hour after sunset until 6:00am:
Marin County '
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These areas are designated as day use due fo public safety concerns associated with limited visibility, steep

+ Conzelman Road: portion from its junction with McCullough road traffic circle, westward to its
junction with Field road.

+ Kirby Cove (except registered campers with valid permits)

San Francisco

+ China Beach

+ Fort Funston

« Fort Point National Historic Site (all areas outside Historic Fort itself)

» Fort Mason—Black Point Battery stairway path leading to Van Ness Avenue

DAY USE as posted:

Marin County
s BATTERY TOWNSLEY: First Sunday of each month, 1:00-4:00pm

MUIR BEACH: 9:00 am until one hour after sunset

MUIR BEACH OVERLOOK: 9:00am until one hour after sunset

MUIR WOODS NATIONAL MONUMENT: 8:00am until sunset

NIKE MISSILE SITE:

»  Wednesday through Friday, 12:30-3:30pm

= First Saturday of the month, 12:30-3:30pm

s POINT BONITA LIGHTHOUSE beyond tunnel:
= Saturday through Monday 12:30-3:30pm
=  Ewvening and special programs as advertised in park events calendar

« STINSON BEACH: 9:00am-one hour after sunset

San Francisco

» ALCATRAZ ISLAND public access is limited to the self-guided areas during day, evening and
special programs operating hours. Alcatraz Island hours of operations are established by the
Superintendent’s office according to daylight savings and the after-hours program. Schedule of
hours of operation is available on the park web site or through Superintendent’s office.
http://www.nps.govigoga/planyourvisithours.htm

s BAKER BEACH parking 6:00am-7:00pm

« BATTERY CHAMBERLAIN: First full weekend of the month 11:00am-2:00pm

» FORT POINT HISTORIC SITE:

»  Friday through Sunday, 10:00am-5:00pm

MERRIE WAY parking 6:00am-1:00am

NAVY MEMORIAL parking 6:00am-1:00am.

OCEAN BEACH 15" Overlook parking open 6:00am-10:00pm. 2"° overlook parking open

6:00am-10:00pm.

coastal cliffs and the marine environment during hours of darkness. In addition, these areas are significant
for the naturally spectacular serpentine coastal bluffs and particularly the Fort Point area is one of our

remnant natural areas and contains populations of three rare planis that are highly sensitive to damage with

no scheduled attendant profection services.

Are There Public Use Limits?

BEACH FIRES require permit for 25 people or more, refer to §2.13(a) (1) Fires and § 1.6 Permits of this
compendium.
Marin County

Permitted only on Muir Beach

San Francisco

Permitted only on Ocean Beach

Management of beach fires through permit conditions aflows the park to continue this activity without
causing resource damage and harm to visitor safely.

B-6
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BICYCLE use is prohibited in the following developed park areas:

Marin County

o Battery Yates Trail (top of battery), Fort Baker

e  Muir Woods National Monument, except Deer Park Fire Road

+ Point Bonita Lighthouse Trail, Marin Headlands

San Francisco

« Crissy Field Avenue, downhill direction {against traffic) Uphill bicycle traffic allowed

» Crissy Field Lagoon Boardwalk

+ Fort Point Pier

San Mateo

» Bicycles must be walked on the portion of the Spine Trail through the Ember Ridge Equestrian
Center {Exhibit 13)

BICYCLES GROUPS: maximum number of bicyclists in any one group is 10. Larger groups of cyclists
will have fo divide into groups of no larger than 10.

Grotip size restriction is necessary for the safely of the cyclists using public roadways and authorized trails
within the Park. Roadways and frails must be shared with other vehicles, pedestrians and horses. Group
size does not exempt bicyclists from adhering to California Vehicle Code regulations.

FOQD is prohibited:
e Alcatraz Island: beyond dock area
o  Muir Woods National Monument except gift shop and Muir Plaza.

The restriction of food reduces rodent infestation and waste on Alcatraz Istand and trash litter within Muir
Woods National Monument.

IDLING moter vehicle is prohibited:

»  All vehicles traveling in the park while parked for more than 30 seconds must have engines remain
off.

= The above prohibition does not apply to law enforcement patrol operations, fire or emergency
search and rescue missions or training exercises.

The purpose of this restriction is to reduce public exposure to diesel, exhaust particulate matter and other
toxic air contaminants by limiting the idling of buses, trucks or motor vehicles. In addition, this restriction will
eliminate the noise from idling vehicles when parked in or adjacent lo residential areas and natural settings
focated throughout the park.

MODEL AIRPLANES: The following are the only areas open to model airplane flights and operations:
» Fort Funston {when hang gliders or Para-gliders are not in the air)
+ Shoreline Highway north of Muir Beach Overlook

Model airplanes are a hazard to the safely of people pifoting hang gliders and para-gliders in the Fort
Funsion area.

ORGANIZED SPORTS: The following areas are closed to organized sports:

Marin County

s Fort Baker Parade Ground

San Francisco

+ Crissy Field Airfield

+ Fort Mason Great Meadow

s Fort Mason Parade Ground
Small impromptu pickup games that do not adversely impact the designated natural and culftural resources
within designated areas will be allowed, e.g. frishee, hacky sack or similar low impact games. This closure
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is necessary to protect natural resources including the tidal marsh and wildlife therein and protect the newly
restored turf from the overall impact, including length of stay

0 OVERNIGHT MOORING / ANCHORING is prohibited at Horseshoe Cove at Fort Baker, Marin
Headlands.

This is a congested area with a great deal of boat traffic and emergency response from U.S. Coast Guard
Station Golden Gate which prohibits the mooring of vessels in areas of Horseshoe Cove other than at the
Presidio Yacht Club that would create a hazard to navigation and a level of intrusion, associated with these
use. The park receives millions of visitors per year. These restrictions are intended to reduce any possible
conflict between users and alfow the safe passage of emergency response from USCG.

0 PARKING:

« All parking areas and roads in the park are closed to camping and overnight parking, with the
exception that visitors holding (hike-in) backcountry camping displaying parking permits may park at
established trailheads: Bldg. T-1111, Bicentennial, Kirby Cove and Tennessee Valley parking in the
Marin Headlands and guests staying overnight at Cavallo Point Lodge, Fort Barry Hostel,
Headlands Institute, and the Point Bonita YMCA may park at those locations. Fort Mason Hostel
guests must display green parking permit and park in Fort Mason Quad parking area and along
MacArthur Avenue only.

CRISSY FIELD: Parking on any grass berm at East Beach parking is prohibited.
WEST BLUFF: Three hour public parking limit, except vehicles displaying NPS parking permit or
under conditions of a special use permit.

« BATTERY EAST: Three hour public parking limit, except vehicles displaying NPS parking permit or
under conditions of a special use permit.

» FORT MASON (Upper): Two hour public parking limit, except motorcycles/scooters and vehicles

displaying NPS or resident parking permit or under condition of special use permit.

FORT MASON (Lower): Paid parking operated by City Park through www.fortmason.org

FORT MASON (Lower): Parking on Pier 1 and Pier 2 aprons prohibited.

MUIR WOQDS NM: Commercial carrier parking stalls open to public parking after 4:00 p.m.
SUTRO HE!GHTS: Reserved valet parking for Cliff House patrons. Forty-four (44) parking stalls will
be designated “Permit Parking Only - 5 p.m. to Midnight".

Since overnight use and camping is prohibited in the park except in established campgrounds or park
partner facilities there is no valid reason for a vehicle to remain in the park overnight unfess the Public
Safety division or United States Park Police has been previously advised.

1 PARK BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

« Park administrative, maintenance, service roads, public safety, storage, resident housing, licensed
concessionaires or lessee and park partners’ facilities are closed to the public, including but not
limited to access roads, outbuildings and grounds. This closure shall not apply to residents, guests
of residents, or persons engaged in legitimate government activities or permitted business activities.

« Except for facilities and sites designated open for visitor use, all buildings are closed to
unauthorized entry. This shall not apply to persons in non-public areas who have been granted
specific permission by the National Park Service (NPS); another authorized Federat agency,
licensed concessionaires or lessee, park partners, their representatives and guests, contractors, or
those who are under escort of park employees.

e Al buildings used for the storage, treatment, or transmission of electricity, gas, telephone, waste
disposal, and domestic water are closed to the public, unless under escort of park employees.

Enhanced security for employees, government property and utilities require these sites to have limited
access.

O PICNICKING for groups over 50 people require permit, refer to definition as well as §1.6 “Permits” and
§2.11 “Picnicking” of this compendium.

7
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Because there are limited places in the park which can accommodate a picnic group of this size, and to
minimize the impact of such a group on other visitors, a permit system is necessary.

WEDDINGS AND QUTDOOR CEREMONIES: indoor and outdoor events in the park require a permit.

Due to the overwhelming request for these types of events in the park, while maintaining public access for
multi-use recreation, these events may require additional utilities, services and oversight best facilitated
through a permit. See §1.6 of this compendium for information.

What Park Areas Are Closed To The Public?

All areas fenced and / or posted as closed

Marin County
FORT BAKER {Exhibit # 1)

L ]

Baker/Barry Tunnel closed to pedestrians

Battery Cavallo

Battery Spencer historic fortification pill boxes above GG Bridge

Golden Gate Bridge north anchorage and pylons

U.S. Coast Guard Station Golden Gate facilities and docks

Vista Point service road accessed from lower Conzelman Road

Lower Conzelman road (south of parking lot to Lime Point access road) closed to vehicles

only
Lime Point access road and light station

MUIR BEACH

Big Lagoon and seasonal inlet
Redwood Creek

POINT BONITA LIGHTHOUSE AREA (Exhibit # 2)

Bird island Overlook — beyond cable fencing, cliff areas and coastal fortifications
Bonita Cove and tide pools

Travel off lighthouse main access road and trail

U.S. Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service radar site

San Francisco
ALCATRAZ ISLAND the following locations are closed to public use:
Closed areas may be accessed under special circumstances with site supervisor approval.

® * 5 & # & 4 & 9 5 8 0 2 2 e

All tide pools

All designated sensitive bird breeding habitats

Casemates under recreation yard

Catwalk circling recreation yard

Cistern area

Incinerator area

Lower west road over Barker Beach from Windy Guich path to New Industries building
Morgue

Northeast perimeter path

Officers club

Parade Ground rubble piles

Plaza northeast of Model Industries building {as posted)
Quartermaster building

Top tiers of cell house (A, B, C, & D Blocks)

Warden's house

Western and northwestern cliffs

Windy Gulch path

The Gardens

Any area barricaded and signed "Area Closed for Your Safety”

Any Buildings not open to the Public, such as Building 64, Upper Tiers
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s The following locations on ALCATRAZ ISLAND will be closed seasonally to public use each
year from February 1 through September 15, or the end of the nesting season as determined
by the park's wildlife specialist in the following areas: (Exhibit # 3)
+ Agave Trail (from dock to tide pools west of steps)
Parade Ground and Agave Steps (end of season to be determined)
Model Industries Plaza (as posted)
Northeast Perimeter (dock to north fog horn) (end of season to be determined)
West Side (lower west road from Parade Ground gate, past Apt. A, bird blind,
incinerator, and west side of New Industries building) (end of season to be
determined).
FORT FUNSTON (Exhibit #4)
» Habitat protection area
o Coastal trail south approx. 600 yard section north of Horse Trail intersection
FORT MASON (Lower) (Exhibit #5)
¢ Pier One
s Pier Four
FORT POINT HISTORIC SITE (Exhibit #6)
¢ Historic Seawall
¢+ Golden Gate bridge anchorage and pylons
LAND'S END (Exhibit # 7)
s Dead Man’s Point
» Eagle Point social trails below overlook deck and along Coastal Trall
» Point Lobos Archeological District, Sutro District _
* Travel off trail east of Painted Rock east to junction of main Coastal Trail
PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO (Area A):
s Lobos Creek riparian corridor {Exhibit #8 )
e Former Coast Guard Pier
« Crissy Tidal Marsh consisting of an open water [agoon, sand flats, mud flats and vegetated
marsh plain is located in the central portion of Crissy Field. The tidal marsh is defined as:
starting at the eastern edge, from the channel inlet promenade footbridge extending along
the shoreline; along the northern edge of the wetland; west to the perimeter of the restored
airfield; and to the south along the vegetation buffer and barrier fencing parallel and
adjacent to Mason Street. Public use is permifted on designated trails, including
boardwalks and footbridges. (Exhibit #9A)
* Presidio Water Treatment Plant, Bldg. 1773
San Mateo County

+ & 2 2

MORI POINT
= Service road closed to vehicles(except by NPS escort only)
= Ponds

Areas are designated as closures due fo public safety concerns associated with limited visibility,
steep coastal cliffs and the marine environment during hours of darkness with no scheduled attendart
protection services.

Alcatraz Island areas are closed to protect breeding birds. Certain bird species nesting on Alcalraz
have demonstrated extreme sensitivity to human presence during the breeding season. These closures
minimize the disturbance fo their nesting activity.

Natural and cuftural resources in these areas are highly sensitive fo damage. In addition, they
provide vital protection of habitat for shorebirds, Mission Biue butterflies, marine mammals, and other
sea life.

Vegetated areas contain significant native plant communities and habitat that are subject to human-
induced impacts to the coastal bluffs and dunes, a significant geological feature.

U.S. Coast Guard radar site; Station Golden Gate and Golden Gate Bridge facilities are for agency
restricted use and protected for security purposes.

Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area
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Residential areas inside the park are primarily maintained for the use of park residents and their

invited guests; limited general public access is allowed.

Baker/Barry tunnel is a one-way fraffic controlled tunnel for motor vehicles with bicycle lanes in both

directions, and therefore not appropriate to allow pedestrian traffic.

Dept. of Homeland Security ENHANCED SECURITY CLOSURES — ELEVATED

Fort Point National Historic Site

» Marine Drive closed at Wave gate.

+ Long Avenue

Golden Gate Bridge North Anchorage (Marin Headlands)

s Lower Conzelman road access at Norihwest Parking Lot.

Golden Gate Bridge North Anchorage (Fort Baker)

» Lower Conzelman road access closed at Bunker Road & Murray Circle intersection.

« Sommerville Road access road to Lower Conzelman; boat iaunch and fishing pier closed east
of USCG Station Golden Gate.

Land and waters surrounding the north and south anchorage of the Golden Gate Bridge:

¢ Fort Point NHS 100 yards offshore from the low water mark.

e Fort Baker 100 yards offshore from the low water mark.

* no vessels shall

[a] anchor beneath the Golden Gate Bridge, or within 100 feet of the east or west edges of
the bridge;

[b] operate or remain beneath the Golden Gate Bridge; or within 100 feet east or west of
the edges of the bridge, for longer than it is reasonabily necessary to traverse that area,
except in an emergency, or with the permission of the Captain of the Port, SF Bay (USCG).

These closures are necessary when the condition is declared where there is a high risk of terrorist attacks.
These closures restricting visitor access will remain in effect during National Threat Level — ELEVATED.
These closures are rescinded when threat level high condition ELEVATED is reduced or efiminated.

Dept. of Homeland Security ENHANCED SECURITY CLOSURES — IMMINENT

Fort Point National Historic Site

» Marine Drive closed at Wave gate.

» Long Avenue

s Coastal trail closed at Fort Point administration Building to Battery East.

+ Coastal trail closed at Battery East o Golden Gate Bridge.

Coastal Trai

s Coastal trail closed at Battery Boutelle east to Golden Gate Bridge

Marshall Beach to Fort Point Beach(Golden Gate Bridge South Anchorage)

+ Baiteries to Bluffs frail from Lincoln Ave to Marshall Beach

Golden Gate Bridge North Ancheorage {Marin Headlands)

¢ Lower Conzelman road access at North West Parking Lot.

Golden Gate Bridge North Anchorage (Fort Baker)

¢ Lower Conzelman read access closed at Bunker Road & Murray Circle intersection.

¢ Sommerville Road access road to Lower Conzelman, boat launch and fishing pier closed east
of USCG Station Golden Gate.

Land and waters surrounding the north and south ancheorage of the Golden Gate Bridge:

+ Fort Point NHS 300 offshore from the low water mark. '

s Fort Baker 500 yards offshore from the low water mark.
* no vessels shall
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« [a] anchor beneath the Golden Gate Bridge, or within 100 feet of the east or west
edges of the bridge;

e [b] operate or remain beneath the Golden Gate Bridge; or within 100 feet east or west
of the edges of the bridge, for longer than it is reasonably necessary fo traverse that
area, except in an emergency, or with the permission of the Captain of the Port, SF
Bay, U.S. Coast Guard.

These closures are necessary when the condition is declared where there is an exireme risk of terrorist
aftacks. These closures restricting visitor access will remain in effect during National Threat Leve! —
IMMINENT. These closures are rescinded when threat level extreme condition IMMINENT is reduced or
eliminated.

36 CFR §1.5 (a}(2) What Activities Have Been Designated For A Specific Use Or Area, And Are Under
Special Condifions And/Or Restrictions?

BOATING: The following areas are closed to vessels, including kayaking, sail boarding, kite boarding

and windsurfing:

» Alcatraz Island* shoreline and docks, except NPS contracted ferry and barge service

s Alcatraz Island 2012: Seasocnal closure from August 6 — September 15 of shoreline to 500 feet off
shore, except NPS contracted ferry and barge service. Year round closure of shoreline and
docks, except NPS coniracted ferry and barge service. (Exhibit #14)

« Alcatraz Island 2013: Seasonal closure from February 1--June 30 of shoreline to 300 feet, with
closure expanding from July 1 to September 15 of shoreline to 500 feet, except for NPS
contracted ferry and barge service. Year round closure of shoreline and docks, except for NPS
contracted ferry and barge service. (Exhibit #14)

= Crissy Field wildlife protection area which encompasses the shoreline and beach north of the Crissy
Field Promenade (excluding the paved parking area, sidewalks and grass lawn of the former Coast
Guard Station complex) that strefches east from the Torpedo Warf to approximately 700 feet east of
the former Coast Guard station, and all fidelands and submerged lands to 300 feet off shore.
(Exhibit #9B)

¢ All navigable waters within 500 feet of shore from the eastern boundary of East Beach to Fort Point

are closed to vessel traffic during the months of August, 2012 and Julyist to September 30" 2013.

Lobos Creek

Redwocd Creek

Rodeo Lagoon and seasonal inlet

Rodeo Lake

This restriction is for the purpase of profection of irreplaceable natural resources. These areas provide vital
habitat for water birds, shorebirds and marine life. These restrictions are necessary to protect water quality
in the wetlands. In addition, there is a need to maintain clearance and reduce hazards to navigation for
ferries transporting visitors to Alcatraz Isiand and minimize disturbance fo nesting wildfife. GConstant boat
traffic, loud noise and the use of public address systems from tour vessels and night lighting may cause
seabirds to abandon nests. The prohibitiors on boating wilf provide important areas of reduced disturbance
for wildfife. '

Additional seasonal closures of waters around Alcatraz Isfand are for the protection of nesting water birds in
association with America’s Cup events.

*NQTE: Special regulations pertaining to boat landings on Alcatraz Island are found in 36 CFR Section
7.97(a) and were published in the Federal Register on December 11, 1992.

CAMPING:
s Please refer to §2.10 of this compendium for specific camping area regulations.
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PESIGNATED FISHING PIERS the following areas do nof require fishing licenses:
+ Fort Baker pier and jetty

» Fort Mason Piers Two & Three (Herbst and Festival Pavilions)

» Fort Point pier (a.k.a. Torpedo Wharf)

in accordance with California Fish & Game Code of Regulations Title 14 §1.88 public fishing piers and
Jjetties, open 24 hours a day, do not require a Statfe fishing license. See definitions.

FISHING: The following areas are closed to fishing:
Marin County
« Easkoot Creek, Stinson Beach
Muir Woods National Monument (36 CFR 7.6)
Redwood Creek (including Muir Beach Lagoon and tidewaters)
Tennessee Valley Ponds
Rodeo Lagoon, Marin Headlands
Rodeo Lake, Marin Headlands
San Francisco
» Alcatraz Island shoreline
» Crissy Field Tidal Marsh and Lagoon
e Crissy Field Former Coast Guard Pier, breakwatar and seawall
o Lobos Creek, Presidio Area A

The Endangered Species Act and the Organic Act require special protection for the threatened and
endangered species and the anadromous fish found in these areas. The above restrictions afford that
protection. Alcatraz Isfand and the Coast Guard pier are closed to fishing due to public safety concerns
associated with steep drop-offs and the marine environment during hours of darkness. Alcatraz Island is
also closed to fishing due to the congestion caused by heavy visitation. Lobos Creek is closed to protect the
public drinking water supply. The prohibition on fishing will provide important areas of reduced disturbance
for wildlife.

GLASS BOTTLES/CONTAINERS possession is prohibited in the following areas:
¢ All beach areas and 15 feet adjacent
s Crissy Field, north of promenade.
+ Historic coastal defense structures

The purpose of this regulation is fo reduce the armount of injurious trash in the park and {o prevent injury {o
park visitors.

PETS: http://www.nps.govigoga/parkmgmt/pets.him

WHERE CAN | WALK MY DOG OFF LEASH PER THE 1979 PET POLICY? (Exhibit #10)
The 1979 policy allows for managed pets leashed or under voice control in the following areas:

Marin County
Rodeo Beach and South Rodeo Beach, Fort Cronkhite

Muir Beach

Oakwood Valley Fire Road and upper section of Gakwood Valley Trail to Alta Avenue

Alta Trail between Marin City and junction with Oakwood Valley Trail

Orchard and Pacheco Fire Roads between Marin City and Alta Trail

Tamalpais Area: 4 Corners tract above Mill Valley bounded by State Route 1, Pancramic
Highway, Sequoia Valley Road and Homestead Valley area.

e  Trail corridors (3) in Marin Headlands:

1., Coastal Trail from Golden Gate Bridge {o junction with Wolf Ridge Trail;

2. Loop Trail from Rodec Beach parking lot up Coastal Trail paved road {Old Bunker Road)

. & & * ¢ 2
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near Battery Townsley and return to Rodeo Beach on paved road;
3. Wolf Ridge Loop (Coastal Trail to Wolf Ridge Trail; Wolf Ridge Trail to Miwok Trail, Miwok
Trail back down to Coastal Trail).
San Francisco
Baker Beach north of Lobos Creek
Crissy Field, excluding Wildlife Protection Area seasonal leash restriction®
Fort Funston, except in the 12-acre closure in northwest Fort Funston.
Fort Miley, east
Fort Miley, west
Land’s End
Ocean Beach, excluding Showy Plover Protection Area seasonal leash restriction®
San Mateo
» None

* & & & O o @

* For seasonal leash restrictions, see 2008 Special Regulation, 36 CFR 7.97(d)
hitp://www.nps.govigoga/planyourvisit/upload/Fed%20Reg%20Final%20Rule091908-2.pdf

B-14

WHERE MUST | WALK MY DOG ON LEASH PER THE 1979 PET POLICY? (Exhibit #10A & #10B)

Marin County
s Marin Headlands Trail corridors (2):

1. Coastal Trail between Hill 88 (junction of Coastal Trail and Wolf Ridge Trail} and Muir Beach
2. Miwok Trail between Tennessee Valley parking area to State Route 1

San Francisco

 Baker Beach Picnic areas and Parking lots.

s Crissy Field Picnic areas and Parking lots.

s Fort Mason

» Sutro Heights Park

WHAT AREAS ARE CLOSED TO DOGS PER THE 1979 PET POLICY? (Exhibit #10A & #10B)

Marin County
¢ Audubon Canyon Ranch

e Muir Woods National Monument

» Siinscon Beach

San Francisco

 Alcatraz Island

Baker Beach, south of Lobos Creek
China Beach(formerly Phelan Beach)
Fort Point

The 1979 Pet Policy states that “unmanaged animals are not allowed in GGNRA."
In all other areas of the park where aliowed, 36 CER 2.15 (a)2), the federal regulation requiring
dogs to be on leash, applies.
Refer to §2.15 “Pets” in this compendium for additional areas closed to pets and special conditions
imposed by the Superintendent.
The above prehibitions or restrictions do not apply to:

s Emergency search and rescue migsions; or

+ Law enforcement patrol or bomb dogs; or

13
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o Qualified service dogs accompanying persons with disabilities per the American Disability
Act. (NOTE: Companion animals are not service animals, but are considered “pets” with no
access rights under federal statue.)
SWIMMING BEACHES: Stinson Beach is designated as a swimming beach.
Please refer to §3.16 and §3.17 for specific swimming area designation uses.

— SURFING: Restricted at Stinson Beach, including Kite surfing and Kite boarding, when swimmers are
present, and allowed only in areas designated as “Non Swimming Areas” and only at such times as are
deemed safe by the Supervisory Ranger or by his/her representative.

NON-SWIMMING AREAS: will be designated through the use of movable, brightly colored buoys
and/or the posting of flags; the posting of prominent signs on the lifeguard towers and individual
contacts with users as necessary.

36 CFR §1.5 (a}(3) The following restrictions, limits, closures, designations, conditions, or visiting

hour restrictions imposed under §§ {a}(1) or (2) have been terminated:

None

36 CFR §1.6 — ACTIVITIES THAT REQUIRE A PERMIT
{f) The following is a compilation of those activities for which a permit from the superintendent is
required: (415) 561-4300 or visit the park website www.nps.gov/goga .
§1.5(d) The following activities related to Public Use Limits:
e« Commercial Tour Vehicles hitp://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmamt/businesswithpark.htm
e Picnic:50+ persons hitp:/iwww.nps.govigogalplanyourvisitiupload/nps permit picnics.pdf
s  Qutdoor ceremony hitp:/fwww.nps.govigoga/planyourvisitweddings.htm
+ Entryinto closed area
¢ Guide and Service dog training
§2.4(d) Carry or possess a weapon, trap, or net
§2.5(a) Specimen collection {Take plant, fish, wildlife, rocks or minerals)
§2.10(a) Camping activities: hitp://www.recreation.gov/
« Kirby Cove, Bicentennial, Haypress and Hawk Camp
s Kirby Cove Day-use site
§2.12 Audio Disturbances:
s (a)(2) Operating a chain saw in developed areas
» (a)(3) Operation of any type of portable motor or engine, or device powered by a portable motor or
engine in non-developed areas
s (a)(4) Operation of a public address system in connection with a public gathering or special event
for which a permit has been issued pursuant to §2.50 or §2.51
§2.13(a)(1) Beach Fires http:/iwww.nps.govigoga/planyourvisit/upload/10-
930%20Special%20Park%20Uses%20beach%20fires.pdf
§2.17 Aircraft & Air Delivery:
« (a)(3) Delivery or retrieval of a person or object by parachute, helicopter or other airborne means
» {c)(1) Removal of a downed aircraft
§2.37Soliciting or demanding gifts, money goods or services (Pursuant to the terms and conditions of a
permit issued under §2.50, §2.51 or §2.52)
§2.38 Explosives:
+ (a) Use, possess, store, transport explosives, blasting agents
o (b) Use or possess fireworks
§2.50(a) Conduct a sports event, pageant, regatta, public spectator attraction, entertainment, ceremony,
and similar events http://www.nps.gov/goga/planyourvisit/specialuses.htm
§2.51(a) Public assemblies, meetings, gatherings, demonstrations, parades and other public

expressions of views http://www.nps.gov/goga/planyourvisit/specialuses.him
§2.52(c) Sale or distribution of printer matter that is not solely commercial advertising
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§2.60(b} Livestock use

§2.61(a) Residing on federal lands

§2.62 Memorialization:

¢ (a) Erection of monuments (Requires approval from Director)

s (b} Scattering ashes from human cremation
hitp://Amww.nps.gov/gogalplanyourvisit/upload/form_lefter ashes.pdf

§4.11(a) Exceeding of established vehicle load, weight and size limits

§5.1 Advertisements - (Display, posting or distribution.)

§5.3 Engaging in or soliciting any business (Requires a permit, contract or other written agreement with

the United States, or must be pursuant to special regulations).

§5.5 Commercial Photography/Filming: hitp://www.nps.govigoga/planyourvisit/filming.htm

» {a) Commercial filming of motion pictures or television involving the use of professional casts,

" settings or crews, other than bona fide newsreel or news television

« (b) Still photography of vehicles, or other articles of commerce or models for the purpose of
commercial advertising.

§5.6(c) Use of commercial vehicles on park area roads (The superintendent shall issue a permit to

access private lands within or adjacent to the park when access is otherwise not available)

§5.7 Construction of buildings, facilities, trails, roads, boat docks, path, structure, etc.

§7.97(a) Boat landings on Alcatraz

PART TWO - RESOURCE PROTECTION, PUBLIC USE AND RECREATION

36 CFR §2.1 — PRESERVATION OF NATURAL, CULTURAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESQURCES

{b} Where must ! stay on the trail?

All areas fenced and / or posted as closed

Marin County (Exhibit #12A, #12B, #12C, #12D)
Alta Fire Road

Drown Fire Road

Clyde’s Ridge Trail, Marin Headlands

Slacker Trail, Marin Headlands

Slacker Ridge Trail, Marin Headlands

Bay Trail (Battery Yates, Fort Baker)

Chapel Trail, Fort Baker

Coastal Trail - Hawk Hill Connector

Coastal Trail, Tennessee Valley to Muir Beach

Muir Beach Access Trail, Muir Beach

Kaasi Trail, Muir Beach

Kirby Cove Road — from Conzelman Gate to Campground Parking Lot
Muir Woods National Monument

Point Bonita Lighthouse Trail

Student Conservation Assoc. (SCA) Trail, Marin Headlands
San Francisco

» Alcatraz Island, Agave Trail

+ Coastal Trail, Battery East Earthworks

¢ Batteries to Bluffs Trail, Presidio

e Coastal Trail, Presidio and Land's End

e & @& & & & & 5 5 8 2 B 0 P

San Mateo Exhibit #13A
+ Notch Trail, Sweeney Ridge

This restriction is for the purpose of visitor safety associated with uneven surfaces, loose rock formations,
and steep drop-offs areas identified as the sites of multiple fatalities over the years. Other areas require

B-16
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protection of irreplaceable cultural resources or threatened and endangered species habitat. In addition,
these areas provide vital habitat for federally endangered mission biue butterfly species and other birds,
marine mammals, and other sea life. The vegetated areas contain native and historical vegetation that is
sensitive to frampling due fo shortcutting and erosion paths.

{c){1), {c){2} The following fruits, nuts, berries or unoccupied seashells may be gathered by hand for
personal use or consumption, in accordance with the noted size, quantity, collection sites and/or
use or consumption restrictions:

e Plums, apples, figs, blackberries and unoccupied seashells may be gathered for personal
consumption or use in quantities of less than one (1) quart per person per day and no more than 5 total
quarts per person per year.

Muir Woods National Monument: No collecting of any kind is allowed

it has been determined that the gathering or consumption of fruits and berries will not adversely affect park
wildlife, the reproduction potential of any plant species, or otherwise adversely affect park resources. If
future monitoring indicates that such gathering or consumption is likely to cause adverse effects fo park
resources, then the authorization of this consumptive use will be terminated. Use of these items for any
purpose other than personal consumption is specifically prohibited.

See http/ www.presidio.qov PART 1002 § 1002.1(c)(2) for areas avaifable for mushroom harvesting on
Presidio Trust jurisdiction.

36 CFR §2.2 - WILDLIFE PROTECTION

{e) The following areas are closed to the viewing of wildlife with the use of an artificial light:
» The entire park is closed to viewing wildlife by artificial light.

The purpose of this regulation is to protect park wildlife from poaching activity and the effect of temporarily
blinding the animal and potentially jeopardizing its safety. NOTE: Night vision devices are not artificial lights;
however, infrared lighting /beams are considered artificial lights and are included in this prohibition.

36 CFR §2.10 — CAMPING and FOOD STORAGE

{a) The sites and areas listed below have been designated for camping activities as noted. A permit
system has been established for certain campgrounds or camping activities, and conditions for
camping and camping activities are in effect as noted. Visit the park website at www.nps.gov/goga for
specific stay and site limits and reservation systems.

Designated Campgdrounds
Marin Headlands

» Bicentennial

o Haypress

s Hawk Camp

s Kirby Cove, including day-use area
Camping Activities

= Camping, overnight or multiple day parking in any type of motor vehicle is prohibited upon lands
administered by Golden Gate National Recreation Area except in campgrounds and designated sites by
permit.

« Campground check out is 12:00 noon on the day of departure.

s Campground use fees, if applicable, shall be paid prior to arrival.

» Up to 15 people may visit the registered campers per campsite. Between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
6:00 a.m., registered campers shall not exceed the designated capacity.

« Minors must be supervised. A responsible leader, 21 years or older, must be present for every 10
children under 18 years of age.
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e The minimum age of any camper is 18 years of age, unless accompanied by an adult or unless a legal
guardian provides a letter of permission. This letter must state the name of minor that has permission to
camp, dates allowed to camp, contact name and number of legal guardian.

» Dogs and other pets are prohibited, except Service Animals as defined by 28 CFR part 35 Section
34,104, (NOTE: Crime deterrent effects of an animal’s presence and the provision of emotional support,
well-being, comfort, or companionship do not constitute work or tasks for the purposes of the definition
of Service Animal but are considered “pets” with no access rights under federal statue.)

Amplified music is prohibited.

Vehicles are prohibited within the boundaries of walk-in or hike-in campgrounds.

Drive-in access will be allowed at Kirby Cove for disabled visitors. This drive-in access is allowed for the
ease of loading and unloading the disabled visitor only, not for loading and unloading gear.

{(b)(3) Camping within 25 feet of a fire hydrant or main road, or within 100 feet of a flowing stream,
river or body of water is authorized only in the following areas:
+ In established campsites in designated campgrounds.

{d) Conditions for the storage of food are in effect, as noted. for designated campgrounds:

e Al food {including canned, bottled or otherwise packaged, equipment used to cook or store food,
garbage and toiletries such as soap, toothpaste and cosmetics} should be stored in the food lockers
provided.

« When there is more food than can be stored in the locker, canned or bottled iterns that have never been
opened may be stored in the trunk of the vehicle parked in the designated parking areas or if there is no
trunk, as low in the vehicle as possible, provided that the cans and bottles are stored out of sight in
odor-tight containers and all vehicle doors, windows and vents are closed.

36 CFR §2.11 — PICNICKING

(a) The following areas are closed to picnicking:
« Muir Woods National Monument, except Muir Plaza (former upper main parking lot).
e Fort Point (inside Historic Fort)

Conditions for picnicking where allowed:

s Batiery Wallace, Marin Headiands and West BIuff, Crissy Field are first come, first served picnic sites
and do not reguire a permit for groups less than 50 people. No groups over 50 people.

» Black Point Baitery and West Fort Miley picnic areas can be reserved. No minimum group size. Visitors
can reserve these sites by calling the Office of Special Park Uses at (415) 561-4300.

e Groups of fifty (50) persons or more shall be considered special use and require a permit.

o NOTE: Permits will not be issued for groups of fifty (50) persons or more on weekends and holidays
from March 15-October 15 at the following sites:
Marin County
Muir Beach
Muir Beach QOverlook
Rodeo Beach
Stinson Beach
San Francisco
» Baker Beach
» China Beach

36 CFR 2.13 — FIRES

(a)(1) The lighting or maintaining of fires is generally prohibited, except as provided for in the
following designated areas and/or receptacles, and under the conditions noted:
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SPARE THE AIR DAYS

+ Mandatory curtailment for all fires: No person shall ignite, cause to be ignited, permit to be ignited, or
maintain any recreational fires, including campfires, beach fires, outdoor grills during Spare the Air Days
designated by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District when negative impact upon public health is
anticipated. http://sparetheair.org/Make-a-Difference/Spare-the-Air-Every-Day/Winter.aspx

CAMPFIRES

Designated Areas:

+ Campfires are permitted only in established campgrounds or picnic areas that have fire enclosures, grill
or fire grates provided by the park.

« NPS and park partners are aflowed to have fires in approved portable containers and fixed fire pits with
a programmatic element that interprets the Park. These fires will be set as part of a planned civic event
or program designed to educate or otherwise benefit the public. The fire shall be set or allowed by park
or partner employees, in the perfermance of their official duty. '

Established Conditions for Campfires:

+ Al firewood must be brought into the park. No gathering, cutting or scavenging of firewood or kindling is
permitted in the park from any source.

+« Chemically treated wood, painted wood, wood with nails or staples shall not be used in any fire.

« No campfires are allowed when fire danger is high, very high, or extreme.

BEACH FIRES
Groups over 25 people require a permit. Call 561-4300.

Designated Beach Fire Areas:
« MUIR BEACH:
s Fires permitted during day use (9:00am-one hour after sunset-time posted)
+ Onlyin fire rings provided by the park:
»  May-November maximum 6
»  December-April maximum 3
» OCEAN BEACH: (Exhibit #11)
e Fires permitted from 6:00am-11:00pm only
+ Only in fire rings provided by the park between stairwell # 15-20

Established Conditions for Beach Fires:

e All firewood must be brought into the park. No gathering, cutting or scavenging of firewood or kindling is
permitted in the park from any source.

Fires must be above ground (no pit fires) and attended at all times.

Chemically treated wood, painted wood, wood with nails or staples shall not be used in any fire.
Debris burning is not permitted, including Christmas trees.

Refuse must be removed from beach.

Minors must be supervised, A responsible leader, 21 years or older, must be present for every 10
children under 18 years of age.

Ceramic pit fires are prohibited.

No Beach Fires are allowed when fire danger is high, very high, or extreme.

*  * 2 @

(a)(2) The following restrictions are in effect for the use of stoves or lanterns:

GRILL/STOVE FIRES

Receptacles Allowed:

» Fixed charcoal grills provided by the park and/for visitor's portable liquid fuel stoves or charcoal
harbecues used only in established picnic areas, campgrounds, or beaches unless signed or permitted
otherwise.

» Established Conditions for Grill/Stove Fires:

e Debris burning is not permitted.
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s  Only liquid fuel stoves are permitted in Haypress Campground, Hawk Campground and
Bicentennial Campground.

s No Grills {(including park provided grills) or portable charcoal stoves are allowed when fire
danger is very high or extreme.

(b} Fires must be extinguished according to the following conditions:

s Campfires will be completely extinguished with water, doused and stirred.

« Beach fires will be completely extinguished with water, doused and stirred. Fires should not be
covered with sand as it will only insulate the heat and create an unseen danger for visitors and
wildlife.

« GrillfStove fire coals must be extinguished and disposed of in specifically marked receptacles provided
by the park.

{c) Fire danger closures will be in effect as noted:

Fire danger closures will be in effect when fire danger rating is high, very high, or extreme:

» During very hot, dry weather conditions, “Spare the Air" days, strong winds, and extreme fire danger
days or by order of the Superintendent, campfires and beach fires shall not be allowed anywhere in the
park. All beach fire permits will become null and void.

» NOTE: Liquid fuel stoves are exempt from these closures. Park provided grills and portable charcoal
stoves may be used when fire danger is high, but are not permitted when fire danger is very high or
extreme. Visitors may call the park communication center (415-561-5510) to check on current
conditions.

Past events have demonstrated that the park experiences periods of increased fire danger, which require
aggressive fire management. The purposes of these restrictions is fo reduce human health hazards from a
high level of air poliution, or the possibility of an unconfrolled wildfire and are in effect to protect the natural
and cultural resources of the park, and the recreational enjoyment by other visitors.

NOTE: No fires are allowed at Muir Woods National Monument under any condition, Special Regulation 36
CFR 7.6

36 CFR §2.15 — PETS http://lwww.nps.qoviqoga/parkmgmt/pets.htm

(a){1)} The following structures and/or areas are CLOSED to pets by the Superintendent:

All park buildings and facilities, including outdoor restrooms and public showers.

Marin County
IN THE FORT BAKER AREA

s Chapel Trail

s Fort Baker Pier

IN THE MARIN HEADLANDS AREA
s Alta Trail {only between Oakwood Valley Trail intersection and Wolfback Ridge Road)
Bicentennial Campground
Bobcat Trail

Coyote Ridge Trail

Dias Ridge

Fort Baker Pler

Fox Trail

Green Gulch Trail

Hawk Campground and Trail
Haypress Campground and Trail
Kirby Cove area

Lower Fisherman Trail & Beach
Marincello Road

* & 8 9 2 » & & & & 8
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¢+ Middle Green Gulch Trial

+  Miwok Cutoff Trail

»  Miwok Trail, between Wolf Ridge and Bobcat Trail
+  Morning Sun Trail

e Old Springs Trail

* Point Bonita Lighthouse Trail

+ Rodeo Avenue Trail

« Rodeo Beach Lagoon

« Rodeo Lake

¢ Rodeo Valley Trail

¢« Rhubarb Trail

s  SCA Trail

e  Slacker Hill Trail

¢« Tennessee Valley Beach

¢ Tennessee Valley Trail from Parking Lot to Beach
» Upper Fisherman Trail & Beach

IN THE MUIR BEACH AREA

+« Big Lagoon

¢  QOwl Trail

+ Redwood Creek

MUIR WOODS NATIONAL MOCNUMENT AREA
e Muir Woods National Monument

¢ Redwood Creek Tralil

IN THE STINSON BEACH AREA

Coast Trail

Dipsea Trail

Matt Davis Trail

McKennan Trail

Willow Camp Fire Road

Stinson Beach (beach only).

*« B & & ¢ @

San Francisco
" eAlcatraz Island
IN THE CRISSY FIELD AREA
» Crissy Field Tidal Marsh and Lagoon
IN THE FORT FUNSTON AREA
» Fort Funston Habitat Protection Area (Attachment)

Appendix B: GGNRA Compendium

e Coastal Trail, intersection of Horse Trail to Great Highway, closed due to erosion.

IN THE FORT POINT AREA
e Fort Point (inside historic fort)
+ Fort Point pier (Torpede Wharf)
IN THE PRESIDIO AREA A
« Baker Beach (South of Lobos Creek)
Battery to Bluffs Trail
China Beach
Lobos Creek
Marshall Beach

San Mateo County

Phlegar Estate

SWEENY RIDGE AREA (Exhibit #13A)
¢ Notch Trail

RANCHO CORAL de TIERRA AREA (Exhibit #13B)

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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s All other areas of Exhibit 13 not designated as Leashed Dogs Permitted

The above prohibiticns or restrictions do not apply to:

s Emergency search and rescue missions or training exercises

» Law enforcement patrol or bomb dogs

* Service Animals as defined by 28 CFR part 35 section 34.104 and accompanying an individual
with a Disability as define by 43 CFR Part 17.503. (NOTE: Crime deterrent effects of an
animal's presence and the provision of emotional support, well-being, comfort, or
companionship do not constitute work or tasks for the purposes of the definition of Service
Animal but are considered “pets” with no access rights under federal statue.)

These restrictions are for the purpose of the protection of irreplaceable natural resources. These areas
provide vital habitat for marine life, shorebirds and large concentrations of water birds. Consistent with public
health and safety, the protection of natural and cultural resources, and avoidance of conflict among visitor
use activities, pets must be restricted. Pets are not considered compatible with the broad park goal of
minimal resource impact or inherently suitable for adapting quickly to a strange environment often involving
close association with strange persons or animals. It is recognized that many park visitors have pets and
they are permitted where they do not jeopardize basic park values. This restriction on pets will provide
important areas of reduced disturbance for resting and feeding water and shorebirds and other marine
wildlife.

{a){3) Pets may be left tied to an object under the following conditions:
» Pets may be tied and left unattended using the bollards at the Warming Hut at Crissy Field
¢ Pets will not be left unattended in areas or in circumstances that they will create a
nuisance to other visitors or cause disturbance to wildlife.
s Pets will not be left in areas where foed, water, shade, ventilation and other basic needs are
inadequate.

This requirement is intended fo ensure pets do not harass wildlife or disturb park visitors and also to ensure
pets are properly cared for in the park.

(a)(5) Pet excrement must be disposed of in accordance with the following conditions:
« Inall areas of the park pet excrement shall be removed immediately from the park or deposited
in a refuse container by the person(s) controlling the pet(s).

(e} Pets may be kept by park residents under the following conditions:
s Pets may be kept by permanent residents of park areas consistent with provisions of this
section, the Compendium and in accordance with Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Housing Management Plan.

36 CFR §2.16 — HORSES and PACK ANIMALS

{a) The use of horses or pack animals is permitted on the following trails, routes or areas:

Marin County
MARIN HEADLANDS
e Alta Trail
e Bobcat Trail
¢ Bunker Road
e« Coastal Fire Road
¢« Coastal Trail:

+  McCullough Rd. to Slacker Hill {vista point only)
e Julian Fire Road (McCullough to Rifle Range)
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+ From Visitor Center {0 Rodeo Beach.

Countyview Road

Coyote Ridge Trail

Conzelman Road

Dias Ridge Trail

Field Road

Fox Trail

Green Gulch Trail

Haypress Campground and Trail

Hawk Camp and Trail

Marincello Fire Road

Miwok Trail

Miwok Connector Trail (across from Rifle Range) to be constructed 2011
Oakwood Valley Road

Old Springs Trail

Rodeo Valley Connector Trail (off Bunker Road) to be constructed 2011
Rodeo Avenue: US 101 o Alta Avenue

Rodeo Beach

Rodeo Valley Trail

Smith Road

Tennessee Valley Fire Road and Trail {(except lower valley trail)

* & & & & & & & B & 9 2 B S S & b s 0+

=
—

. TAMALPAIS AREA

Coastal Trail-Bob Cook between apple orchard and Bolinas Ridge Trail
Bolinas Ridge Trail

Dipsea (Deer Park Fire Road)

McKennan Trail

Muir Beach Area

Willow Camp Fire Road

San Francisco

¢ QOcean Beach

« Fort Funston

¢+ Fort Funston Beach

San Mateo
« Milagra Ridge (except Summit Traif)
e Mori Point

» Old Mori Road
» Upper Mori Trail
» Lishumsha Trail
» Coastal Trail
» Phleger Estate
» Sweeney Ridge, except Notch Trail

The park receives millions of visitors per year. These restrictions are intended to reduce any possible
conflict between users.

36 CFR §2.20 — SKATING, SKATEBOARDS and SIMILAR DEVICES

Marin County
Roller skates, skateboards or similar non-motorized devices are permitied on hard surfaces wherever

pedestrian traffic is allowed with the exception of:
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e  Marin Headlands

Marine Mammal Center

Muir Woods National Monument

Nike Missile Site

Rodeo Beach parking lot

On any historic military coastal defense battery, emplacement or structure
Stairs, walkways, benches, sea walls, seat walls, railings, ramps or curbs.

San Francisco
Roller skates, skateboards or similar non-motorized devices are permitted on hard surfaces wherever
pedestrian fraffic is allowed with the exception of:
¢ Alcatraz Island
» Fort Point National Historic Site {inside Fort)
s Fort Miley (East & West)
« lLand’s End
+ Paved sidewalks
s Merrie Way Parking Lot
¢ Navy Memorial Overlook
 On any historic military coastal defense battery, emplacement or structure
Stairs, walkways, benches, sea wails, seat walls, railings, ramps or curbs.

San Mateo
Roller skates, skateboards or similar non-motorized devices are permitted on hard surfaces
wherever pedestrian traffic is allowed with the exception of:
¢ Sweeney Ridge
s Historic Buildings and Bunkers
+« Milagra Ridge
+  Historic Bunkers
s  Mori Point
¢ Historic Bunkers

All Extreme skateboarding, €.g. mountain bearding, roll surfing, dirt surfing or spori-sailing is prohibited.

The use of any purpose-built vehicle powered by a traction kite (power kite) e.g. Kite buggy, Land
surfing or Land sailing are prohibited.

The park receives millions of visitors per year. These restrictions are intended fo reduce any possible
conflict between users, protect natural, cuftural and archeological resources, and for public safety concerns.
Power kiting and extreme boarding of any type can aflow passage across most every type of terrain and at
greater speeds powered by the wind and therefore subject to its own levels and degrees of danger. In
consideration of the increased potential for resource damage, threat to wildlife and the health and safety of
visitors these activities are prohibited.

36 CFR §2.21 -~ SMOKING

{a) The following portions of the park, or all or portions of buildings, structures or facilities are
closed to smoking:
+ All smoking within the Concession facilities providing food service will comply with all local and
State crdinances and regulations.
» Smoking is allowed at designated employee break areas in the park, including Muir Woods National
Monument and Alcatraz Island.
+ Smoking is prohibited on or at:
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» All government buildings/facilities/vehicles {excluding residences and designated smaoking
areas).

« All park partner/tenant facilities (excluding residences and designated smoking areas).

« Alcatraz Island, except in the designated dock area.

o Fort Point NHS (within the historic fort)

e Muir Woods National Monument, except parking areas only. NOTE: During extreme fire danger
periods' public smoking is entirely prohibited throughout the Monument (including parking
areas). NOTE: Employees may still smoke in designated break areas during extreme fire
danger, but must be extra cautious.

» When fire danger is extreme, smoking is prohibited on all frails within all areas of Golden Gate NRA.

These restrictions are intended to protect park resources, reduce the risk of fire and prevent conflicts
among visifor use activities. :

36 CFR §2.23 — RECREATION FEES http:/iwww.nps.qov/goga/planyourvisit/feesandreservations.htm

{b) Recreation fees, andlor a permit, in accordance with 36 CFR part 71, are established for the
following entrance fee areas, and/or for the use of the following specialized sites, facilities,
equipment or services, or for participation in the following group activity, recreation events or
specialized recreation uses:

Entrance Fee Areas:
Muir Woods National Monument
* Individuals 16 years of age and older; $7.00 per day, under 16 is free.
e Local Passport is good for 12 months and admits pass holder and all accompanying passengers in
a private vehicle for an annual fee of $20.00.
¢ Interagency senior, access, and annual pass — admission free with pass in possession and applies
to all vehicle occupants.

Alcatraz Island 4
+ Tickets must be purchased through contract ferry service, Alcatraz Cruises.
http:/fwww alcatrazcruises.com/.

Special Recreation Permit Fee (Such as but not limited to group activities, recreation and special events or
ceremonies).
Activities that require a special use permit; hitp://www.nps.gov/goga/planyourvisit/specialuses. him
e Festivals, Concerts, Athletic Events and Commercial Filming.
¢ Weddings and ceremonies
+ Use of conference centers & reception facilities
¢ Alcatraz Island
+ Fort Mason Chapel
+ Fort Mason Officer's Club {managed by Next Course)

[ ]
NOTE: Outdoor ceremonies only at the first-come, first-served picnic sites at Battery Wallace and
the West Bluff picnic area that meet all the qualifications of a picnic for under 50 people and do
not have any equipment except that associated with the picnic (i.e. no stage, no band, no rice
thrown, no catering, etc.) do not need a permit. Please look at the links for details about
regulations, including a list of prohibited flowers.

The authority to require a permit under this section is provided in §71.2 Examples of specialized recreation
uses might be: foot or bicycle races, festivals, filming, etc.
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36 CFR §2.35 —-ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES

{2)(3)(i) The following public use areas, porfions of public use areas, andfor public facilities within
the park are closed to consumption of alcoholic beverages, and/or to the possession of a bottle, can
or other receptacle containing an alcoholic beverage that is open, or has been opened, or whose
seal has been broken or the contents of which have been patrtially removed, except under special

use permit ;

O Marin County
= Muir Woods National Monument

O San Francisco

Alcatraz tsland

Fort Point National Historic Site (inside the Fori}
Merrie Way Parking Lot and Sidewalks

Navy Memorial Parking

Ocean Beach, including Walkways and Seawall.
Sutro Baths

" o 5 @

Special prohibitions at Ocean Beach and Sutro Baths Merrie Way, Navy Memorial are required due to the
history of aberrant behavior directly atfributed to the use of alcohol which has led to assaults, unruly crowds,
disorderly conduct, and vandalism to both public and private property. Prohibition at Fort Point NHS, Muir
Woods NM and Alcatraz Island is intended to reduce conflict between users and enhance visifor safely.

36 CFR §2.62 — MEMORIALIZATION

{b) A permit for disposition of cremated remains is reguired. Permits will be issued for pre-
designated areas only. In addition to specific site conditions, the following general terms and

conditions apply to all permit applications:

Permit conditions:

s A permit for disposition shall be issued under this section only upon the signed acknowledgement by the
person making application that resource protection laws apply to the disposition and that the permit
gives no right of unrestricted access to park lands or that remains should remain undisturbed for
perpetuity.

* All applicable California State laws for disposition of cremated remains apply.

Remains to be scattered must have been cremated and pulverized.
The scattering of remains by persons on the ground is o be performed at least 10 yards from any trail,
road, developed facility, or 25 yards from any interior body of water.

» Scattering shall be distributed in general areas so as not to create a memorial or resource damage.

+ The scattering of remains from the air is to be performed at a minimum altitude of 2000 feet above the

ground,

* No scattering of remains from the air is to be performed over developed areas, facilities, or bodies of
water.

s The scattering of remains is prohibited from any bridge, pier, in lake, lagoon or stream, and along
beaches.

s The scattering of remains is prohibited within Muir Woods National Monument.

PART 3 — BOATING AND WATER USE ACTIVITIES

36 CFR §3.6 — PROHIBITED OPERATIONS

{d)(1) Vessels may not create a wake or exceed 5 mph in the following areas;
¢ Horseshoe Cove, Fort Baker
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{h)} The following areas/sites are designated for the launching or recovery of vessels using a trailer:
 Horseshoe Cove, Fort Baker boat launch

Prohibitions or restrictions do not apply ta US Army Corp of Engineer operations or U.S. Coast Guard or
other emergency search and rescue missions.

36 CFR 83.16 —Mayv [ swim or wade in park waters?

{(a) The following areas are closed to swimming and bathing:
3 Marin Headlands

Rodeo Lagoon and seasonal inlet

Rodeo Lake

Tennessee Valley pond (next to beach)

Redwood Creek (Muir Woods to Ocean)

Muir Beach (All water bodies, including Redwood Creek, lagoon, and other features)

0 Mt Tamalpais Area
+  Muir Beach Big Lagoon and seasonal inlet
»  Muir Woods National Monument
0 San Francisco
¢ Lobos Creek, Baker Beach Presidio
+ Crissy Marsh, south of inlet bridge

[l Sap Mateo
¢ Mori Point ponds, Mori Point

The Endangered Species Act and the Organic Act require special protection from the threatened and
endangered species and the anadromous fish found in these areas. In addition, this use is not compatible
with the protection of wildlife found in and on these watlers, or the protection of drinking water quality. This is
designed to minimize shoreline erosion at the designated sites and protection of visitor and their pets from
occasional poor water quality conditions.

36 CFR §3.17 ~What requlations apply to swimming areas and beaches?

(a) Stinson Beach is designated as a swimming beach.

{b) Surfing: Restricted at Stinson Beach, including Kite surfing and kite boarding, when swimmers are
present, and allowed only in areas designated as "Non Swimming Areas” and only at such times as are
deemed safe by the Supervisory Ranger or by his/her representative

{c) The use of flotation devices, glass containers, kites, or incompatible sporting activities is not permitted on
the following swimming beaches:
« Stinson Beach
« Flotation devices (inner tubes, air matiresses, boats, rafts, etc.)
¢+ Glass containers
« During periods of high visitation and limited open space, incompatible sporting activities
such as ball games, kite flying, foot racing, Frisbee will be prohibited. When allowed during
periods of lesser visitation, such activities may be restricted to a designated area.

The park receives millions of visitors per year. These restrictions are intended to reduce conflict between
users, the amount of injurious debris, and to protect the safety of the visiting public.
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PART 4 — VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC SAFETY

36 CFR §4.10 — TRAVEL ON PARK ROADS AND ROUTES

(a) Park roads, open for travel by motor vehicle are those indicated below, and/or as indicated in the

following publication or document:

s Park maps and brochures can be found on hitp://www.nps.gov/goga.

(b) The following routes andfor areas, designated pursuant to special regulations, are open for off-

road vehicle travel under the terms and conditions noted:

e Electric powered mobility assistance devices (e.g. electric scooters or Segway devices) only for the
purpose of transporting persons with disabilities are permitted on park roadways and walkways.

The use of Segways and motorized scooters as a mobility assistive device, as outlined above, must
also adhere fo the following:

()

(a) No person under 16 years of age may operate Segways, without adult supervision
(b} A person shall operate any mobility assistive device in a safe and responsible manner;
maximum speed will not exceed more than 12 miles per hour, so as not to endanger one’s
self or other park visitors.
A person riding any mobility assistive device on a sidewalk, while crossing a roadway in a
crosswalk, entering or exiting an elevator, boarding a vessel, or on any other surface shall have
all the rights and duties applicable to a pedestrian under CA VC § 467.
http:/iwww.dmv.ca.govipubsivetop/dQ1/ved67.htm

36 CFR §4.11 — VEHICLE LOAD, WEIGHT and SIZE LIMITS

(a) The following load, weight and size limits, which aré more restrictive that State law, apply to the roads
indicated under the terms and conditions, and/or under permit as noted:

G

Oversized vehicles (over 24 feet), buses, and vehicles with trailers are prohibited in the Marin
Headlands on Conzelman road west of the McCullough road intersection and on Lower Conzelman
road and parking lot adjacent to Golden Gate Bridge contingent with Project Headlands
construction closures.

Vehicles longer than 35 feet are prohibited from entering Muir Woods NM.

Vehicles longer than 17 feet are prohibited from entering Muir Woods annex parking lot and
Conlon Avenue parking area, Muir Beach parking lot and West Bluff Parking, Crissy Field.
Crissy Field East Beach — no vehicles over 24 feet, except school buses or other vehicles
operated by nonprofit organizations supporting educational programs in NPS areas.

SEE PART 5 - BUSINESS OPERATIONS, Commercial Use Authorizations for specific conditions
and size limits for vehicles on roads and parking lots.

These size limits are due fo the availability of turning radius’ on these roads and parking lots in the
designated areas. The steep grade of the one way section of Conzelman road prevents the use of oversized
vehicles and weights fo maintain the established speed limit.

36 CFR §4.21 — SPEED LIMITS

{b) The following speed limits are established for the routes/roads indicated:

O

[ R

B-28

The maximum speed limit on paved park roads is 35 mph unless otherwise posted.

The maximum speed limit on graded park roads is 25 mph unless otherwise posted.

Old Mori Point Road is 10 mph with NPS escort vehicle only.

The speed limit for the bicycles in developed areas is 15 mph and 5 mph around blind curves on
the following:

0 San Francisco
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Great Meadow, Fort Mason
Lincoln Boulevard Bike Way, Presidio Area A
Mason Avenue Bike Path on Sidewalk, Crissy Field
Crissy Field Promenade
¢ McDowell Road, Fort Mason
NOTE: See §7.97(c) for bicycle speed limits in non-developed areas.

Variations from the speed limit designations in the general regulations have been made where road
conditions allow efther a higher speed without jeopardizing public safety, or require a lower speed limit for
public safety and to prevent road deterioration. Speed limit on Mori Point road to prevent mortality or injury
of federally endangered snakes.

36 CFR §4.30 - BICYCLES

{d)(3) WHERE CAN | RIDE A BICYCLE ABREAST OF ANOTHER RIDER?

San Francisco

s Crissy Field Promenade except during special use permit activities.

» Lincoln Boulevard Bike Way, Presidio (GGNRA)
NOTE: Special regulations pertaining to the use, speed, and equipment associated with bicycles in non-
developed areas in Golden Gate National Recreation Area are found in 36 CFR § 7.97(c) and were
published in the Federal Register on December 11, 1992 (57 FR 58711).

36 CFR §4.31 — HITCHHIKING

Hitchhiking is permitted in the following areas:

Marin County
¢ Marin Headlands

San Francisco Muni Public transportation to the Marin Headlands is available on Sundays only. The
Baker/Barry tunnel is a one-way fraffic controlled tunne! for motor vehicles with bicycle lanes in both
directions, and therefore not appropriate to allow pedestrian traffic. By permitiing hitchhiking in the Marin
Headlands, those visitors without personal transportation visiting the Youth Hostel and other overnight
camping facilities will not be forced info non-compliance with other applicable regulations.

PART 5 - COMMERCIAL AND PRIVATE OPERATIONS

36 CFR §5.3 - BUSINESS OPERATIONS

Engaging in any business in the park, except in accordance with a permit is prohibited:

COMMERCIAL CARRIERS: Motor vehicles that have frequent use (services provided within GGNRA
more than 1 time per week or 4 times per month) for commercial transportation service to areas
administered by GGNRA are considered Commercial Carriers and subject to a Commercial Use
Authorization issued by the Superintendent.
hitp://'www.nps.gov/goga/parkmamt/businesswithpark.htm

e See §4.11 of this compendium for vehicle load, weight and size limits.

» The following exceptions apply in which operators may use public roads within NPS areas without a
Commercial Use Authorization: taxis; school buses and vehicles operated by nonprofit
organizations supporting educational programs in NPS areas; delivery, vendor or contractor
vehicles; and MUNI Transit providing public transportation.
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¢ Idling Commercial Carriers for more than 30 seconds while loading, unloading or waiting for
passengers is prohibited. Vehicle engines must remain off until all passengers have re-boarded
and the vehicle is ready for departure.

» The following special conditions apply to the areas within GGNRA as noted:

MUIR WOQODS NATIONAL MONUMENT

Commercial Carriers are subject to restricted access and restricted parking at Muir Woods NM as

follows:

+ No more than 3 Commercial Carriers authorized under the same CUA (i.e. same company)
are allowed in Muir Woods at the same time.

* Main Parking Lot: Commercial Carriers that are 17 feet in length or less are prohibited from
parking in stalls designated for those greater than 17 feet in length. All designated parking for
Commercial Carriers will be open to public parking after 4pm.

» Annex Parking Lot: No designated parking — Commercial Carriers are prohibited.

» Conlon Avenue Parking Area: Designated parking for Commercial Carriers 17 feet in length or
less ONLY. Commercial Carriers longer than 17 feet in length are prohibited.

» Offloading and Loading: Commercial Carrier offloading and loading is permitted only in
designated stalls in the Main Parking Lot.

SAN FRANCISCO
+ The following roadways, pullouts and parking lots are available only to Commercial Carriers under
35 feet: ’
+ Bowley Street, Baker Beach
s  Battery Chamberlin Road, Baker Beach
o West Bluff parking, Crissy Field
+ Langdon Court, Fort Scott Overlook

The purpose of the designating which roadways are avaitable for different lengths of buses is for the traffic
safety and protection of roads and surfaces on roads or parking areas not designed fo carry larger size
vehicles or provide for safe passing & turn around. The purpose of restricting Commercial Carriers to three
{3) per company, is to reduce congestion in the designated commercial carrier parking area and to continue
providing a positive visitor experience overall.

The idling of bus engines adds unnecessary exhaust fumes to the air and diminishes the enjoyment by

visitors of the peace and franquility of the park. Due to the nature of the service provided by the shuttle
busses, they are excluded from the requirement.

PART 7 — SPECIAL REGULATIONS

36 CFR § 7.6 No fires or fishing at Muir Woods National Monument
http://edocket.access.gpo.govicfr 2009/julgtr/36¢fr7.6.htm

36 CFR § 7.97 hitp:/ledocket.access.gpo.govicir 2009/julatr/36cfr7.97.htm

(a) BOAT LANDINGS ON ALCATRAZ ISLAND: Boat landings--Alcatraz Island. Except in emergencies,
the docking of any privately-owned vessel or the landing of any person at Alcatraz Island without a permit
or contract is prohibited.

(b) POWERLESS FLIGHT: The use of devices designed to carry persons through the air in
powerless flight is allowed at the following locations pursuant to terms and conditions of a permit:
Hang gliding launching and landing is permitted only within designated areas of Fort Funston. Paragliding
launching and landing is permitted only within designated areas on the Olympic Club Easement (Fort
Funston Stables) and at Mori Point. For more information on these permitted, contact the Business
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Management Division and/or visit the following websites: Fellow Feathers Hang Gliding (www.flyfunston.org)
Bay Area Paragliding Association (http:/sfhapa.org)

{c)(1} DESIGNATED BICYCLE ROUTES:

» The following routes in undeveloped areas are designated as open to bicycles:

Marin County
MARIN HEADLANDS

* & ¢ & 9 ©

* & & & & & & 5 2 P e

Alta Trail between Spencer Ave and Marin City.

Baker-Barry Tunnel

Battery Smith-Guthrie Loop

Bay Trail between Golden Gate Bridge and Sausalito.

Bobcat Trail between Miwok Trail and Marincello Road.

Rodeo Valley Trail between Capehart Bridge and Bobcat Trail.

Capehart and Smith Road Bridges connecting Bunker Road to Rodeo Valley Trail
Bunker Road Extension {adjacent to the Roads & Trails Maintenance Yard to Battery
Townsley)

Coastal Trail from McCullough Road to Slacker Hill.

Coastal Trail between Conzelman Road at McCullough and the Fort Barry Rifile Range
at Bunker Road (Julian Fire Road).

Coastal Trail between Rodeo Beach Parking and Hill 88.

Coastal Trail between Tennessee Valley Trail and Coyote Ridge Trail.

Coyote Ridge Trail between the Coastal Trail and Miwok Trail.

Coyote Ridge Trail between the Fox Trail and the Coastal Trail at the Hack Site,
Coastal Trail between Coyote Ridge Trail at the Hack Site and Muir Beach.

Drown Road, Fort Baker X

Hawk Camp Trail between Bobcat Trail and Hawk Camp.

Haypress Road between Tennessee Valley Road and Haypress Campground.

Kirby Cove Road, between Conzelman and Kirby Cove Campground

Marincello Road between Tennessee Valley Parking Area and Bobcat Trail.

Miwok Trail between Rodeo Lagoon and Old Springs Trail

Miwok Trail between Miwok Stable and Highway 1

QOakwood Valley Road between Tennessee Vailey Road and Oakwood Pond (Does not
include Oakwocod Valley Trail between Pond and Alta Avenue.)

Old Springs Trail between Miwok Trail and Miwok Stable.

Rodeo Avenue between US Highway 101 and Alta Avenue

Marin Drive/Smith Road between Marinview and Miwok Trail

Tennessee Valley Trail between Parking Lot and Tennessee Beach

MUIR WOODS NM / MT. TAMALPAIS AREA

Deer Park Fire Road between Frank’s Valley Road and Coastal Trail near Pan Toll
(Major portion is in Mt. Tamalpais State Park.)

Diaz Ridge Trail between Mt. Tamalpais State Park boundary and Highway 1 near Muir
Beach.

STINSON BEACH

Willow Camp Fire Road between Stinson Beach and Ridgecrest Boulevard. (Major
portion is in Mt. Tamalpais State Park.}

San Francisco
PRESIDIO

Coastal Trail, Baker Beach, except Battery to Bluffs Trail Section
Coastal Trail, Fort Point, except Battery East trail

LAND’S END

Coastal Trail, Land's End up to, but not including, hiking only portion.
El Camino Del Mar Trail, Land’s End
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FORT FUNSTON
» Sunset Trail, Fort Funston

San Mateo County

MORI'POINT

e lishumsha Trail

» Old Mori Point Road
MILAGRA RIDGE

» Coastal Trail, Milagra Ridge
+ Milagra Ridge Overlook Trail
¢ Milagra Ridge Trail
SWEENEY RIDGE

¢« Baquiano Trail

¢ Mori Ridge Trail

¢ Sweeney Ridge Trail, except Notch Trail portion

{d}) SNOWY PLOVER PROTECTION:

In the Crissy Field Wildlife Protection Area and Ocean Beach Snowy Protection Area:

Dogs are required to be on leash all year except from May 15 to July 1.

B-32
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COMPENDIUM EXHIBITS

Fort Baker Site Closures Exhibit # 1
Point Bonita Site Closures Exhibit # 2
Alcatraz Bird Nesting Colonies Closure Map Exhibit # 3
Fort Funston Siie Closures Exhibit # 4
Fort Mason Site Closures Exhibit #5
Fort Point Site Closures Exhibit # 6
Land’s End Site Closures Exhibit # 7
Lobos Creek Site Closures Exhibit# 8
Wildlife Protection Areas, Crissy Field & Ocean Beach Exhibit # 9A
Wildlife Protection Areas, Crissy Field Exhibit #9B
1979 Pet Policy San Francisco Exhibit # 10A
1978 Dog Walking Areas Marin County Exhibit # 10B
Beach Fires — Ocean Beach Exhibit # 11
Marin County Trail Restrictions / Ft. Cronkhite Exhibit#12 A
Marin County Trail Restrictions / Rodeo Valley Exhibit#12B
Marin County Trail Restrictions / Tennessee Valley Exhibit#12 C
Marin County Trail Restrictions / Muir Beach Exhibit#12D
Milagra and Sweeny Ridge Site Closures and Trail Restrictions Exhibit #13A
Rancho Coral De Tierra Site Closures and Trail Restrictions Exhibit #13B
Alcatraz and Crissy Field AC34 2012 and 2013 Safety Zones Exhibit #14
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APPENDIX C: GGNRADOG MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS
DETERMINATION OF NON-IMPAIRMENT

This appendix, which appeared in the draft plan/EIS, has been removed in accordance with recent NPS
guidance on determinations of non-impairment for NEPA documents, and will now appear in the Record
of Decision.
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APPENDIX D: SECTIONS OF TITLES 36 AND 50 OF THE CODE
OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS

Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property

PART 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

§ 1.5 Closures and public use limits.

(&) Consistent with applicable legislation and Federal administrative policies, and based upon a determination that
such action is necessary for the maintenance of public health and safety, protection of environmental or scenic
values, protection of natural or cultural resources, aid to scientific research, implementation of management
responsibilities, equitable allocation and use of facilities, or the avoidance of conflict among visitor use activities, the
superintendent may:

(1) Establish, for all or a portion of a park area, a reasonable schedule of visiting hours, impose public use
limits, or close all or a portion of a park area to all public use or to a specific use or activity.

(2) Designate areas for a specific use or activity, or impose conditions or restrictions on a use or activity.
(3) Terminate a restriction, limit, closure, designation, condition, or visiting hour restriction imposed under
paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section.

(b) Except in emergency situations, a closure, designation, use or activity restriction or condition, or the termination or
relaxation of such, which is of a nature, magnitude and duration that will result in a significant alteration in the public
use pattern of the park area, adversely affect the park's natural, aesthetic, scenic or cultural values, require a long-
term or significant modification in the resource management objectives of the unit, or is of a highly controversial
nature, shall be published as rulemaking in theFederal Register.

(c) Except in emergency situations, prior to implementing or terminating a restriction, condition, public use limit or
closure, the superintendent shall prepare a written determination justifying the action. That determination shall set
forth the reason(s) the restriction, condition, public use limit or closure authorized by paragraph (a) has been
established, and an explanation of why less restrictive measures will not suffice, or in the case of a termination of a
restriction, condition, public use limit or closure previously established under paragraph (a), a determination as to why
the restriction is no longer necessary and a finding that the termination will not adversely impact park resources. This
determination shall be available to the public upon request.

(d) To implement a public use limit, the superintendent may establish a permit, registration, or reservation system.
Permits shall be issued in accordance with the criteria and procedures of §1.6 of this chapter.

(e) Except in emergency situations, the public will be informed of closures, designations, and use or activity
restrictions or conditions, visiting hours, public use limits, public use limit procedures, and the termination or
relaxation of such, in accordance with §1.7 of this chapter.

(f) Violating a closure, designation, use or activity restriction or condition, schedule of visiting hours, or public use limit
is prohibited.
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Code of Federal Regulations

Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property
PART 2—RESOURCE PROTECTION, PUBLIC USE AND RECREATION

§ 2.1 Preservation of natural, cultural and archeological resources.

(a) Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, the following is prohibited:
(1) Possessing, destroying, injuring, defacing, removing, digging, or disturbing from its natural
state:
() Living or dead wildlife or fish, or the parts or products thereof, such as antlers or nests.
(i) Plants or the parts or products thereof.
(i) Nonfossilized and fossilized paleontological specimens, cultural or archeclogical
resources, or the parts thereof.
(iv) A mineral resource or cave formation or the parts thereof.
(2) Introducing wildlife, fish or plants, including their reproductive bodies, into a park area
ecosystem.
(3) Tossing, throwing or rolling rocks or other items inside caves or caverns, into valleys, canyons,
or caverns, down hillsides or mountainsides, or into thermal features.
(4) Using or possessing wood gathered from within the park area: Provided, however, That the
superintendent may designate areas where dead wood on the ground may be collected for use as
fuel for campfires within the park area.
(5) Walking on, climbing, entering, ascending, descending, or traversing an archeological or cultural
resource, monument, or statue, except in designated areas and under conditions established by
the superintendent.
(6) Possessing, destroying, injuring, defacing, removing, digging, or disturbing a structure or its
furnishing or fixtures, or other cultural or archeological resources.
(7) Possessing or using a mineral or metal detector, magnetometer, side scan sonar, other metal
detecting device, or subhottom profiler.
This paragraph does not apply to:
() A device broken down and stored or packed to prevent its use while in park areas.
(i) Electronic equipment used primarily for the navigation and safe operation of boats and
aircraft.
(i) Mineral or metal detectors, magnetometers, or subbottom profilers used for authorized
scientific, mining, or administrative activities.
{b) The superintendent may restrict hiking or pedestrian use to a designated trail or walkway system
pursuant to §§1.5 and 1.7. Leaving a trail or walkway to shortcut between portions of the same trail or
walkway, or to shortcut to an adjacent trail or walkway in violation of designated restrictions is prohibited.
(c)(1) The superintendent may designate certain fruits, berries, nuts, or unoccupied seashells which may be
gathered by hand for personal use or consumption upon a written determination that the gathering or
consumption will not adversely affect park wildlife, the reproductive potential of a plant species, or otherwise
adversely affect park resources.
(2) The superintendent may:
(i) Limit the size and quantity of the natural products that may be gathered or possessed
for this purpose; or
(i) Limit the location where natural products may be gathered; or
(i) Restrict the possession and consumption of natural products to the park area.
(3) The following are prohibited:
(i) Gathering or possessing undesignated natural products.
(i) Gathering or possessing natural products in violation of the size or quantity limits
designated by the superintendent.
(iiiy Unauthorized removal of natural products from the park area.
(iv) Gathering natural products outside of designated areas.
(v) Sale or commercial use of natural products.
(d) This section shall not be construed as authorizing the taking, use or possession of fish, wildlife or plants
for ceremonial or religious purposes, except where specifically authorized by Federal statutory law, treaty
rights, or in accordance with §2.2 or §2.3.
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Code of Federal Regulations
Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property

PART 2—RESOURCE PROTECTION, PUBLIC USE AND RECREATION

§ 2.2 Wildlife protection.

(a) The following are prohibited:
(1) The taking of wildlife, except by authorized hunting and trapping
activities conducted in accordance with paragraph (b) of this section.
(2) The feeding, touching, teasing, frightening or intentional disturbing of
wildlife nesting, breeding or other activities.
(3) Possessing unlawfully taken wildlife or portions thereof.
(b) Hunting and trapping.
(1) Hunting shall be allowed in park areas where such activity is
specifically mandated by Federal statutory law.
(2) Hunting may be allowed in park areas where such activity is
specifically authorized as a discretionary activity under Federal statutory
law if the superintendent determines that such activity is consistent with
public safety and enjoyment, and sound resource management principles.
Such hunting shall be allowed pursuant to special regulations.
(3) Trapping shall be allowed in park areas where such activity is
specifically mandated by Federal statutory law.
(4) Where hunting or trapping or both are authorized, such activities shall
be conducted in accordance with Federal law and the laws of the State
within whose exterior boundaries a park area or a portion thereof is
located. Nonconflicting State laws are adopted as a part of these
regulations.
(¢) Except in emergencies or in areas under the exclusive jurisdiction of the
United States, the superintendent shall consult with appropriate State agencies
before invoking the authority of §1.5 for the purpose of restricting hunting and
trapping or closing park areas to the taking of wildlife where such activities are
mandated or authorized by Federal statutory law.
(d) The superintendent may establish conditions and procedures for transporting
lawfully taken wildlife through the park area. Violation of these conditions and
procedures is prohibited.
(e) The Superintendent may designate all or portions of a park area as closed to
the viewing of wildlife with an artificial light. Use of an artificial light for purposes
of viewing wildlife in closed areas is prohibited.
(H Authorized persons may check hunting and trapping licenses and permits;
inspect weapons, traps and hunting and trapping gear for compliance with
equipment restrictions; and inspect wildlife that has been taken for compliance
with species, size and other taking restrictions.
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(g9) The regulations contained in this section apply, regardless of land ownership,
on all lands and waters within a park area that are under the legislative
jurisdiction of the United States.

[48 FR 30282, June 30, 1983, as amended at 49 FR 18450, Apr. 30, 1984, 51
FR 33264, Sept. 19, 1986, 52 FR 35240, Sept. 18, 1987

D-4 Golden Gate National Recreation Area



Appendix D: Sections of Titles 36 and 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations

Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property

PART 2—RESOURCE PROTECTION, PUBLIC USE AND RECREATION

§ 2.3 Fishing.

(a) Except in designated areas or as provided in this section, fishing shall be in accordance with the laws and
regulations of the State within whose exterior boundaries a park area or portion thereof is located. Nonconflicting
State laws are adopted as a part of these regulations.

(b) State fishing licenses are not required in Big Bend, Crater Lake, Denali, Glacier, Isle Royale (inland waters only),
Mammoth Cave, Mount Rainer, Olympic and Yellowstone National Parks.

(c) Except in emergencies or in areas under the exclusive jurisdiction of the United States, the superintendent shall
consult with appropriate State agencies before invoking the authority of §1.5 for the purpose of restricting or closing
park areas to the taking of fish.

(d) The following are prohibited:
(1) Fishing in fresh waters in any manner other than by hook and line, with the rod or line being closely attended.

(2) Possessing or using as bait for fishing in fresh waters, live or dead minnows or other bait fish, amphibians,
nonpreserved fish eggs or fish roe, except in designated waters. Waters which may be so designated shall be limited
to those where non-native species are already established, scientific data indicate that the introduction of additional
numbers or types of non-native species would not impact populations of native species adversely, and park
management plans do not call for elimination of non-native species.

(3) Chumming or placing preserved or fresh fish eggs, fish roe, food, fish parts, chemicals, or other foreign
substances in fresh waters for the purpose of feeding or attracting fish in order that they may be taken.

{4) Commercial fishing, except where specifically authorized by Federal statutory law.
(8) Fishing by the use of drugs, poisons, explosives, or electricity.
(6) Digging for bait, except in privately owned lands.

(7) Failing to return carefully and immediately to the water from which it was taken a fish that does not meet size or
species restrictions or that the person chooses not to keep. Fish so released shall not be included in the catch or
possession limit: Provided, That at the time of catching the person did not possess the legal limit of fish.

(8) Fishing from motor road bridges, from or within 200 feet of a public raft or float designated for water sports, or
within the limits of locations designated as swimming beaches, surfing areas, or public boat docks, except in
designated areas.

(e) Except as otherwise designated, fishing with a net, spear, or weapon in the salt waters of park areas shall be in
accordance with State law.

() Authorized persons may check fishing licenses and permits; inspect creels, tackle and fishing gear for compliance
with equipment restrictions; and inspect fish that have been taken for compliance with species, size and other taking
restrictions.

{g) The regulations contained in this section apply, regardless of land ownership, on all lands and waters within a
park area that are under the legislative jurisdiction of the United States.

[48 FR 30282, June 30, 1983, as amended at 52 FR 35240, Sept. 18, 1987]
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Code of Federal Regulations
Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property

PART 2—RESOURCE PROTECTION, PUBLIC USE AND RECREATION

§2.15 Pets.

(a) The following are prohibited:
(1) Possessing a pet in a public building, public transportation vehicle, or
location designated as a swimming beach, or any structure or area closed
to the possession of pets by the superintendent. This subparagraph shall
not apply to guide dogs accompanying visually impaired persons or
hearing ear dogs accompanying hearing-impaired persons.
(2) Failing to crate, cage, restrain on a leash which shall not exceed six
feet in length, or otherwise physically confine a pet at all times.
(3) Leaving a pet unattended and tied to an object, except in designated
areas or under conditions which may be established by the
superintendent.
(4) Allowing a pet to make noise that is unreasonable considering location,
time of day or night, impact on park users, and other relevant factors, or
that frightens wildlife by barking, howling, or making other noise.
(5) Failing to comply with pet excrement disposal conditions which may be
established by the superintendent.
(b) In park areas where hunting is allowed, dogs may be used in support of these
activities in accordance with applicable Federal and State laws and in
accordance with conditions which may be established by the superintendent.
(c) Pets or feral animals that are running-at-large and observed by an authorized
person in the act of Killing, injuring or molesting humans, livestock, or wildlife may
be destroyed if necessary for public safety or protection of wildlife, livestock, or
other park resources.
(d) Pets running-at-large may be impounded, and the owner may be charged
reasonable fees for kennel or boarding costs, feed, veterinarian fees,
transportation costs, and disposal. An impounded pet may be put up for adoption
or otherwise disposed of after being held for 72 hours from the time the owner
was notified of capture or 72 hours from the time of capture if the owneris
unknown.
(e) Pets may be kept by residents of park areas consistent with the provisions of
this section and in accordance with conditions which may be established by the
superintendent. Violation of these conditions is prohibited.
() This section does not apply to dogs used by authorized Federal, State and
local law enforcement officers in the performance of their official duties.
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Code of Federal Regulations
Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property

PART 2—RESOURCE PROTECTION, PUBLIC USE AND RECREATION

§ 2.34 Disorderly conduct.

(a) A person commits disorderly conduct when, with intent to cause public alarm,
nuisance, jeopardy or violence, or knowingly or recklessly creating a risk thereof,
such person commits any of the following prohibited acts:
(1) Engages in fighting or threatening, or in violent behavior.
(2) Uses language, an utterance, or gesture, or engages in a display or act
that is obscene, physically threatening or menacing, or done in a manner
that is likely to inflict injury or incite an immediate breach of the peace.
(3) Makes noise that is unreasonable, considering the nature and purpose
of the actor's conduct, location, time of day or night, and other factors that
would govern the conduct of a reasonably prudent person under the
circumstances.
(4) Creates or maintains a hazardous or physically offensive condition.
(b) The regulations contained in this section apply, regardless of land ownership,
on all lands and waters within a park area that are under the legislative
jurisdiction of the United States.
[48 FR 30282, June 30, 1983, as amended at 52 FR 35240, Sept. 18, 1987]
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Title 50; Wildlife and Fisheries

PART 17—ENDANGERED AND THREATENED WILDLIFE AND PLANTS

Subpart A—Introduction and General Provisions

§17.3 Definitions.

In addition to the definitions contained in part 10 of this subchapter, and unless the context otherwise requires, in this
part 17:

Act means the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543; 87 Stat. 884);

Adeguately covered means, with respect to species listed pursuant to section 4 of the ESA, that a proposed
conservation plan has satisfied the permit issuance criteria under section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA for the species
covered by the plan, and, with respect to unlisted species, that a proposed conservation plan has satisfied the permit
issuance criteria under section 10{(a)(2)(B) of the ESA that would otherwise apply if the unlisted species covered by
the plan were actually listed. For the Services to cover a species under a conservation plan, it must be listed on the
section 10(@)(1)(B) permit.

Alaskan Nafive means a person defined in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1603(b) (85 Stat.
588)) as a citizen of the United States who is of one-fourth degree or more Alaska Indian (including Tsimshian
Indians enrolled or not enrolled in the Metlaktla Indian Community), Eskimo, or Aleut blood, or combination thereof.
The term includes any Native, as so defined, either or both of whose adoptive parents are not Natives. It also
includes, in the absence of proof of a minimum blood quantum, any citizen of the United States who is regarded as
an Alaska Native by the Native village or town of which he claims to be a member and whose father or mother is (or,
if deceased, was) regarded as Native by any Native village or Native town. Any citizen enrolled by the Secretary
pursuant to section 5 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act shall be conclusively presumed to be an Alaskan
Native for purposes of this par;

Authentic native articles of handicrafts and clothing means items made by an Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo that are
composed wholly or in some significant respect of natural materials and are significantly altered from their natural
form and are produced, decorated, or fashioned in the exercise of traditional native handicrafts without the use of
pantographs, multiple carvers, or similar mass-copying devices. Improved methods of production utilizing modern
implements such as sewing machines or modern techniques at a tannery registered pursuant to §18.23(c) of this
subchapter (in the case of marine mammals) may be used as long as no large-scale mass production industry
results. Traditional native handicrafts include, but are not limited to, weaving, carving, stitching, sewing, lacing,
beading, drawing, and painting. The formation of traditional native groups, such as cooperatives, is permitted as long
as no large-scale mass production results;

Bred in captivity or captive-bred refers to wildlife, including eggs, born or otherwise produced in captivity from parents
that mated or otherwise transferred gametes in captivity, if reproduction is sexual, or from parents that were in
captivity when development of the progeny began, if development is asexual.

Captivity means that living wildlife is held in a controlled environment that is intensively manipulated by man for the
purpose of producing wildlife of the selected species, and that has boundaries designed to prevent animal, eggs or
gametes of the selected species from entering or leaving the controlled environment. General characteristics of
captivity may include but are not limited to artificial housing, waste removal, health care, protection from predators,
and artificially supplied food.

Changed circumstances means changes in circumstances affecting a species or geographic area covered by a
conservation plan or agreement that can reasonably be anticipated by plan or agreement developers and the Service
and that can be planned for {(e.g., the listing of hew species, or a fire or other natural catastrophic event in areas
prone to such events).

Conservation plan means the plan required by section 10(a)(2) (A) of the ESA that an applicant must submit when
applying for an incidental take permit. Conservation plans also are known as “habitat conservation plans” or “HCPs.”
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Conserved habitaf areas means areas explicitly designated for habitat restoration, acquisition, protection, or other
conservation purposes under a conservation plan.

Convention means the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, TIAS
8249,

Enhance the propagation or survival when used in reference to wildlife in captivity, includes but is not limited to the
following activities when it can be shown that such activities would not be detrimental to the survival of wild or captive
populations of the affected species:

(a) Provision of health care, management of populations by culling, contraception, euthanasia, grouping or handling
of wildlife to control survivorship and reproduction, and similar normal practices of animal husbandry needed to
maintain captive populations that are self-sustaining and that possess as much genetic vitality as possible;

(b) Accumulation and holding of living wildlife that is not immediately needed or suitable for propagative or scientific
purposes, and the transfer of such wildlife between persons in order to relieve crowding or other problems hindering
the propagation or survival of the captive population at the location from which the wildlife would be removed; and

(c) Exhibition of living wildlife in a manner designed to educate the public about the ecological role and conservation
needs of the affected species.

Endangered means a species of wildlife listed in §17.11 or a species of plant listed in §17.12 and designated as
endangered.

Harass in the definition of “take” in the Act means an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns
which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. This definition, when applied to captive wildlife,
does not include generally accepted:

(1) Animal hushandry practices that meet or exceed the minimum standards for facilities and care under the Animal
Welfare Act,

(2) Breeding procedures, or

(3) Provisions of veterinary care for confining, tranquilizing, or anesthetizing, when such practices, procedures, or
provisions are not likely to result in injury to the wildlife.

Harm in the definition of “take” in the Act means an act which actually Kills or injures wildlife. Such act may include
significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.

incidental taking means any taking otherwise prohibited, if such taking is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the
carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity.

Industry or trade in the definition of “commercial activity” in the Act means the actual or intended transfer of wildlife or
plants from one person to another person in the pursuit of gain or profit;

Native village or fown means any community, association, tribe, clan or group;

Operating conservation program means those conservation management activities which are expressly agreed upon
and described in a conservation plan or its Implementing Agreement, if any, and which are to be undertaken for the
affected species when implementing an approved conservation plan, including measures to respond to changed
circumstances.

Population means a group of fish or wildlife in the same taxon below the subspecific level, in common spatial
arrangement that interbreed when mature;
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Properly implemented conservation pfan means any conservation plan, Implementing Agreement and permit whose
commitments and provisions have been or are being fully implemented by the permittee.

Property owner with respect to agreements outlined under §§17.22(c), 17.22(d), 17.32(c), and 17.32(d) means a
person with a fee simple, leasehold, or other property interest (including owners of water or other natural resources),
or any other entity that may have a property interest, sufficient to carry out the proposed management activities,
subject to applicable State law, on non-Federal land.

Specimen means any animal or plant, or any part, product, egg, seed or root of any animal or plant;

Subsistence means the use of endangered or threatened wildlife for food, clothing, shelter, heating, transportation
and other uses necessary to maintain the life of the taker of the wildlife, or those who depend upon the taker to
provide them with such subsistence, and includes selling any edible portions of such wildlife in native villages and
towns in Alaska for native consumption within native villages and towns;

Threatened means a species of wildlife listed in §17.11 or plant listed in §17.12 and designated as threatened.

Unforeseen circumstances means changes in circumstances affecting a species or geographic area covered by a
conservation plan or agreement that could not reasonably have been anticipated by plan or agreement developers
and the Service at the time of the conservation plan's or agreement's negotiation and development, and that result in
a substantial and adverse change in the status of the covered species.

Wasteful manner means any taking or method of taking which is likely to result in the Killing or injury of endangered or
threatened wildlife beyond those needed for subsistence purposes, or which results in the waste of a substantial
portion of the wildlife, and includes without limitation the employment of a method of taking which is not likely to
assure the capture or killing of the wildlife, or which is not immediately followed by a reasonable effort to retrieve the
wildlife.

[40 FR 44415, Sept. 26, 1975, as amended at 42 FR 28056, June 1, 1977; 44 FR 54006, Sept. 17, 1979; 46 FR
54750, Nov. 4, 1981; 47 FR 31387, July 20, 1982; 50 FR 39687, Sept. 30, 1985; 63 FR 8870, Feb. 23, 1998; 63 FR
48639, Sept. 11, 1998; 69 FR 24092, May 3, 2004; 71 FR 46870, Aug. 15, 2006

D-10 Golden Gate National Recreation Area



Appendix D: Sections of Titles 36 and 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations

Title 50: Wildlife and Fisheries

PART 1/—ENDANGERED AND THREATENED WILDLIFE AND PLANTS

Subpart C—Endangered Wildlife

§ 17.21 Prohibitions.

(a) Except as provided in subpart A of this part, or under permits issued pursuant to §17.22 or §17.23, it is unlawful
for any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States to commit, to attempt to commit, to solicit another to
commit or to cause to be committed, any of the acts described in paragraphs (b) through (f) of this section in regard
to any endangered wildlife.

(b) import or export. It is unlawful to import or to export any endangered wildlife. Any shipment in transit through the
United States is an importation and an exportation, whether or not it has entered the country for customs purposes.

(c) Take. (1) It is unlawful to take endangered wildlife within the United States, within the territorial sea of the United
States, or upon the high seas. The high seas shall be all waters seaward of the territorial sea of the United States,
except waters officially recognized by the United States as the territorial sea of another country, under international
law.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(1) of this section, any person may take endangered wildlife in defense of his own
life or the lives of others.

(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(1) of this section, any employee or agent of the Service, any other Federal land
management agency, the National Marine Fisheries Service, or a State conservation agency, who is designated by
his agency for such purposes, may, when acting in the course of his official duties, take endangered wildlife without a
permit if such action is necessary to:

(i) Aid a sick, injured or orphaned specimen; or
(i) Dispose of a dead specimen; or
(iii) Salvage a dead specimen which may be useful for scientific study; or

(iv) Remove specimens which constitute a demonstrable but nonimmediate threat to human safety, provided that the
taking is done in a humane manner; the taking may involve killing or injuring only if it has not been reasonably
possible to eliminate such threat by live-capturing and releasing the specimen unharmed, in a remote area.

(4) Any taking under paragraphs (c)(2) and (3) of this section must be reported in writing to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Office of Law Enforcement, 4401 North Fairfax Drive, LE-3000, Arlington, VA 22203, within five days. The
specimen may only be retained, disposed of, or salvaged under directions from the Office of Law Enforcement.

(5) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(1) of this section, any qualified employee or agent of a State Conservation Agency
which is a party to a Cooperative Agreement with the Service in accordance with section 6(c) of the Act, who is
designated by his agency for such purposes, may, when acting in the course of his official duties take those
endangered species which are covered by an approved cooperative agreement for conservation programs in
accordance with the Cooperative Agreement, provided that such taking is not reasonably anticipated to result in:

() The death or permanent disabling of the specimen;
(i) The removal of the specimen from the State where the taking occurred,

(iii) The introduction of the specimen so taken, or of any progeny derived from such a specimen, into an area beyond
the historical range of the species; or
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(iv) The holding of the specimen in captivity for a period of more than 45 consecutive days.

(8) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(1) of this section, any person acting under a valid migratory bird rehabilitation
permit issued pursuant to §21.31 of this subchapter may take endangered migratory birds without an endangered
species permit if such action is necessary to aid a sick, injured, or orphaned endangered migratory bird, provided the
permittee:

(i) Notifies the issuing Migratory Bird Permit Office immediately upon receipt of such bird (contact information for your
issuing office is listed on your permit and on the Internet at htip./offices.fws.gov ); and

(i) Disposes of or transfers such birds, or their parts or feathers, as directed by the Migratory Bird Permit Office.

(7) Notwithstanding paragraph {c){1) of this section, persons exempt from the permit requirements of §21.12(c) and
(d) of this subchapter may take sick and injured endangered migratory birds without an endangered species permit in
performing the activities authorized under §21.12(c) and (d).

(d) Possession and other acts with uniawfully taken wildlife. (1) It is unlawful to possess, sell, deliver, carry, transport,
or ship, by any means whatsoever, any endangered wildlife which was taken in violation of paragraph (c) of this
section.

Example. A person captures a whooping crane in Texas and gives it to a second person, who puts it in a
closed van and drives thirty miles, to another location in Texas. The second person then gives the
whooping crane to a third person, who is apprehended with the bird in his possession. All three have
violated the law—the first by illegally taking the whooping crane; the second by transporting an illegally
taken whooping crane; and the third by possessing an illegally taken whooping crane.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph {d){1) of this section, Federal and State law enforcement officers may possess,
deliver, carry, transport or ship any endangered wildlife taken in violation of the Act as necessary in performing their
official duties.

(3) Notwithstanding paragraph {d){1) of this section, any person acting under a valid migratory bird rehabilitation
permit issued pursuant to §21.31 of this subchapter may possess and transport endangered migratory birds without
an endangered species permit when such action is necessary to aid a sick, injured, or orphaned endangered
migratory bird, provided the permittee:

(i) Notifies the issuing Migratory Bird Permit Office immediately upon receipt of such bird {(contact information for your
issuing office is listed on your permit and on the Internet at hfip./offices.fws.gov ); and

(ii) Disposes of or transfers such birds, or their parts or feathers, as directed by the Migratory Bird Permit Office.

(4) Notwithstanding paragraph (d){(1) of this section, persons exempt from the permit requirements of §21.12(c) and
(d) of this subchapter may possess and transport sick and injured endangered migratory bird species without an
endangered species permit in performing the activities authorized under §21.12(c) and (d).

(e) Interstate or foreign commerce. It is unlawful to deliver, receive, carry transport, or ship in interstate or foreign
commerce, by any means whatsoever, and in the course of a commercial activity, any endangered wildlife.

(f) Sale or offer for sale. (1) It is unlawful to sell or to offer for sale in interstate or foreign commerce any endangered
wildlife.

(2) An advertisement for the sale of endangered wildlife which carries a warning to the effect that no sale may be
consummated until a permit has been obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall not be considered an
offer for sale within the meaning of this section.

(@) Captive-bred wildiife. (1) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b}, (c), (e) and (f) of this section, any person may take,
export or re-import; deliver, receive, carry, transport or ship in interstate or foreign commerce, in the course of a
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commercial activity; or sell or offer for sale in interstate or foreign commerce any endangered wildlife that is bred in
captivity in the United States provided either that the wildlife is of a taxon listed in paragraph (g)(6) of this section, or
that the following conditions are met:

(i) The wildlife is of a species having a natural geographic distribution not including any part of the United States, or
the wildlife is of a species that the Director has determined to be eligible in accordance with paragraph (g)(5) of this
section;

(i) The purpose of such activity is to enhance the propagation or survival of the affected species;

(i) Such activity does not involve interstate or foreigh commerce, in the course of a commercial activity, with respect
to non-living wildlife;

(iv) Each specimen of wildlife to be re-imported is uniquely identified by a band, tattoo or other means that was
reported in writing to an official of the Service at a port of export prior to export from the United States; and

{v) Any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States who engages in any of the activities authorized by this
paragraph does so in accordance with paragraphs (g) (2), (3) and (4) of this section, and with all other applicable
regulations in this Subchapter B.

(2) Any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States seeking to engage in any of the activities authorized by
this paragraph must first register with the Service (Office of Management Authority, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Arlington, Virginia 22203). Requests for registration must be submitted on an official
application form (Form 3—200-41) provided by the Service, and must include the following information:

(i) The types of wildlife sought to be covered by the registration, identified by common and scientific name to the
taxonomic level of family, genus or species;

(i) A description of the applicant's experience in maintaining and propagating the types of wildlife sought to be
covered by the registration, and when appropriate, in conducting research directly related to maintaining and
propagating such wildlife;

(i) Photograph(s) or other evidence clearly depicting the facilities where such wildlife will be maintained; and

(iv) a copy of the applicant's license or registration, if any, under the animal welfare regulations of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (9 CFR part 2).

(3) Upon receiving a complete application, the Director will decide whether or not the registration will be approved. In
making this decision, the Director will consider, in addition to the general criteria in §13.21(b) of this subchapter,
whether the expertise, facilities or other resources available to the applicant appear adequate to enhance the
propagation or survival of the affected wildlife. Public education activities may not be the sole basis to justify issuance
of a registration or to otherwise establish eligibility for the exception granted in paragraph (g)(1) of this section. Each
person so registered must maintain accurate written records of activities conducted under the registration, and allow
reasonable access to Service agents for inspection purposes as set forth in §§13.46 and 13.47. Each person
registered must submit to the Director an individual written annual report of activities, including all births, deaths and
transfers of any type.

(4) Any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States seeking to export or conduct foreigh commerce in
captive-bred endangered wildlife that will not remain under the care of that person must first obtain approval by
providing written evidence to satisfy the Director that the proposed recipient of the wildlife has expertise, facilities or
other resources adequate to enhance the propagation or survival of such wildlife and that the proposed recipient will
use such wildlife for purposes of enhancing the propagation or survival of the affected species.

(5)(i) The Director will use the following criteria to determine if wildlife of any species having a natural geographic
distribution that includes any part of the United States is eligible for the provisions of this paragraph:
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(A) Whether there is a low demand for taking of the species from wild populations, either because of the success of
captive breeding or because of other reasons, and

(B) Whether the wild populations of the species are effectively protected from unauthorized taking as a result of the
inaccessibility of their habitat to humans or as a result of the effectiveness of law enforcement.

(i) The Director will follow the procedures set forth in the Act and in the regulations thereunder with respect to
petitions and notification of the public and governors of affected States when determining the eligibility of species for
purposes of this paragraph.

(i) In accordance with the criteria in paragraph (g)(5)(i) of this section, the Director has determined the following
species to be eligible for the provisions of this paragraph:

Laysan duck ( Anas laysanensis ).

(6) Any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States seeking to engage in any of the activities authorized by
paragraph (g)(1) of this section may do so without first registering with the Service with respect to the bar-tailed
pheasant ( Syrmaticus humiae), Elliot's pheasant ( S. efliofi ), Mikado pheasant ( S. mikado), brown eared pheasant
( Crossoptilon mantchuricum ), white eared pheasant ( C. crossoplilon), cheer pheasant ( Caireus wallichir),
Edward's pheasant ( Lophura edwardsi), Swinhoe's pheasant ( L. swinhoii ), Chinese monal ( Lophophorus lhuysii),
and Palawan peacock pheasant ( FPolyplectron emphanum ), parakeets of the species Neophema pulchella and N.
splendida; the Laysan duck ( Anas laysanensis ), the white-winged wood duck { Cairina scutufata ); and the inter-
subspecific crossed or “generic” tiger ( Panthera tigris ) (/e ., specimens not identified or identifiable as members of
the Bengal, Sumatran, Siberian or Indochinese subspecies ( Panthera tigris tigris, P.t. sumatrae, P.t. altaica and F.t.
corbetti, respectively) provided:

(i) The purpose of such activity is to enhance the propagation or survival of the affected exempted species;

(i} Such activity does not involve interstate or foreign commerce, in the course of a commercial activity, with respect
to non-living wildlife;

(iiiy Each specimen to be re-imported is uniquely identified by a band, tattoo or other means that was reported in
writing to an official of the Service at a port of export prior to export of the specimen from the United States;

(iv) No specimens of the taxa in this paragraph (g)(6) of this section that were taken from the wild may be imported
for breeding purposes absent a definitive showing that the need for new bloodlines can only be met by wild
specimens, that suitable foreign-bred, captive individuals are unavailable, and that wild populations can sustain
limited taking, and an import permit is issued under §17.22;

{(v) Any permanent exports of such specimens meet the requirements of paragraph (g)(4) of this section; and

(vi) Each person claiming the benefit of the exception in paragraph (g)(1) of this section must maintain accurate
written records of activities, including births, deaths and transfers of specimens, and make those records accessible
to Service agents for inspection at reasonable hours as set forth in §§13.46 and 13.47.

(hy U.S. captive-bred scimitar-horned oryx, addax, and dama gazelle . Notwithstanding paragraphs (b), (c), (e), and
(f) of this section, any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States may take; export or re-import; deliver,
receive, carry, transport or ship in interstate or foreign commerce, in the course of a commercial activity; or sell or
offer for sale in interstate or foreign commerce live wildlife, including embryos and gametes, and sport-hunted
trophies of scimitar-horned oryx ( Oryx dammah ), addax ( Addax nasomaculatus ), and dama gazelle ( Gazella dama
) provided:

(1) The purpose of such activity is associated with the management or transfer of live wildlife, including embryos and
gametes, or sport hunting in a manner that contributes to increasing or sustaining captive numbers or to potential
reintroduction to range countries;

(2) The specimen was captive-bred, in accordance with §17.3, within the United States;
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(3) All live specimens of that species held by the captive-breeding operation are managed in a manner that prevents
hybridization of the species or subspecies.

(4) All live specimens of that species held by the captive-breeding operation are managed in a manner that maintains
genetic diversity.

(5) Any export of or foreign commerce in a specimen meets the requirements of paragraph (g){4) of this section, as
well as parts 13, 14, and 23 of this chapter,

(6) Each specimen to be re-imported is uniquely identified by a tattoo or cther means that is reported on the
documentation required under paragraph (h)(5) of this section; and

(7) Each person claiming the benefit of the exception of this paragraph (h) must maintain accurate written records of
activities, including births, deaths, and transfers of specimens, and make those records accessible to Service officials
for inspection at reasonable hours set forth in §§13.46 and 13.47 of this chapter.

(8) The sport-hunted trophy consists of raw or tanned parts, such as bones, hair, head, hide, hooves, horns, meat,
skull, rug, taxidermied head, shoulder, or full body mount, of a specimen that was taken by the hunter during a sport
hunt for personal use. It does not include articles made from a trophy, such as worked, manufactured, or handicraft
items for use as clothing, curios, ornamentation, jewelry, or other utilitarian items for commercial purposes.

[40 FR 44415, Sept. 26, 1975, as amended at 40 FR 53400, Nov. 18, 1975; 41 FR 19226, May 11, 1976; 44 FR
31580, May 31, 1979; 44 FR 54007, Sept. 17, 1979; 58 FR 68325, Dec. 27, 1993; 63 FR 48640, Sept. 11, 1998; 68
FR 2919, Jan. 22, 2003, 68 FR 611386, Oct. 27, 2003; 70 FR 52318, Sept. 2, 2005]
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APPENDIX E: DOG WALKING REQUIREMENTS

GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA
DoG MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS

REQUIREMENTS FOR REGULATED OFF-LEASH AREAS (ROLAS)

Dog walkers may walk dogs off leash only within designated ROLAs.

Each off-leash dog must be under voice and sight control at all times, meaning that dogs must be
within direct eyesight of the dog walker, and that dog walkers must be able to immediately recall
their dog(s) to their side so that a leash can be attached to the dog(s)’s collar, and shall
demonstrate this ability when requested by Law Enforcement personnel.

Uncontrolled dogs are prohibited. Dogs are presumed not to be under control if they:

— annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other leashed or unleashed dogs,

— intentionally or unintentionally annoy, pursue, hunt, harass, harm, wound, chase, attack,
capture, or kill wildlife,

— enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas, and/or

— dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas.

Aggressive dogs (snarling, unwanted jumping) are not allowed in ROLAs; their dog walkers are
subject to fines per 36 CFR 2.34(a)(4).

All dog walkers in ROLAs must have a functional leash for each dog under their care.
Dog walkers must keep dogs on leash in parking lots and on paths that access ROLAs.
Dogs under four months old must be leashed.

Dogs in heat are not allowed in ROLAs.

ROLAs would be periodically closed to allow re-growth of vegetation on an as-needed basis.

REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL AREAS OPEN TO DOG WALKING

All areas open to dog walking, including ROLAs, are subject to the monitoring-based
management strategy to encourage compliance, and ensure protection of park resources, visitors
and staff.

— Primary management responses will be implemented when the level of compliance is deemed
unacceptable based on violations and/or impacts to resources. Primary management responses
may include focused enforcement of regulations, outreach and education, establishment of
buffer zones, time/use restrictions, and special use permit (SUP) restrictions.

— Secondary management responses, including short-term closures and/or establishment of
buffer zones will be implemented, and the National Park Service (NPS) will evaluate whether
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to propose long-term closures if compliance rates are deemed unacceptable based on the
previous 12 months’ monitoring data in one area.

o Dogs must be licensed and wear an ID at all times, including name and phone number of the
owner.

o Dog walkers must keep dogs out of any area closed by fence or sign for restoration, habitat
protection, or safety concerns.

o Dog walkers must pick up their dogs’ feces immediately and dispose of them in a garbage
container. Bagged feces may not be left on the ground, but must be carried to a garbage container.

¢ Inon-leash areas the functional leash must be attached to the dog and simultaneously held by the
dog walker.

E-2 Golden Gate National Recreation Area



APPENDIX F: SPECIAL USE PERMIT

SPECIAL USE PERMIT CONDITIONS

Under Alternatives C, E and F (the preferred alternative), Special Use Permits would be available to both
commercial and private dog walkers to walk more than 3 dogs at one time; the maximum number of dogs
allowed at one time would be 6. Permits would be issued only for the following seven sites: Alta Trail;
Rodeo Beach; Fort Baker, excluding Drown Fire Road; Fort Mason; Crissy Field; Baker Beach; and Fort
Funston. Alternatives B and D do not have a special use permit provision because no more than three
dogs per dog walker are allowed in those two alternatives.

1) Permit Terms and Conditions

Terms/conditions for commercial dog walker permits and private dog walker permits may differ. Terms
include, but are not limited to, the following:

o  Permits for commercial or private individuals will allow dog walking of more than three dogs in
the following Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) sites only: Alta Trail; Rodeo
Beach; Fort Baker, excluding Drown Fire Road; Fort Mason; Crissy Field; Baker Beach; and Fort
Funston.

e Permits are not transferrable.

e  Permit limits
— Commercial dog walkers

o Permits will allow use from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday, and from 8 a.m. to
11 a.m. on weekends.

—  Private dog walkers

o Initially, permits will not have time of day/day of use limitation.
o Limited to one permit per person.

o Initially, all permits will be valid for 12 months from date of issue, but following that, permits
may be issued for either shorter or longer periods, based on information gained in the first 12
months, and over the life of the plan.

o Initially, there will be no cap on numbers of permits; impacts resulting from overuse are
addressed by the monitoring-based management strategy. Impacts may cause areas to be
restricted or closed or result in a permit cap or reduction of areas available for permit holders.

e All permit holders will abide by applicable National Park Service (NPS) regulations and permit
conditions, including a statement that the permit holder accepts liability for any
accident/incident/injury resulting from the permitted use. Applicant signature serves as
confirmation that the applicant has read and accepts all terms and conditions.

e All permits will require proof of liability insurance: for commercial dog walkers, $2 million
aggregate/$1 million per occurrence; for private dog walkers, commercially reasonable liability
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insurance is required (available through homeowner’s or renter’s insurance). Proof of insurance
must be returned with the permit application.

All permits will require proof of approved dog-handling training through existing training courses
offered by organizations such as Marin Humane, San Francisco SPCA, etc. Proof of training must
be returned with the permit application.

2) Costs

Permit charges will be based on cost recovery as outlined in NPS Director’s Order 53 and
Reference Manual 53.

Once a permit is issued no refunds are allowed.

3) Permit Design

Initial permit design will be an easily identifiable plastic card, with photo and permit holder’s
name, and month/year of issuance or identification number (personal identifying information will
not be visible on outer surface of card if card is required to be displayed). Over the life of the
plan, the permit design or method of identifying permit holders in the field may be changed, for
instance, requiring that permit holders wear identifying vests.

Commercial permits may require additional identifying elements.

4) Enforcement/Revocation

F-2

Third violation of NPS regulations or permit terms will result in suspension of dog walkers’
permit for 3 months. Following initial suspension, any subsequent suspensions (triggered by an
additional three violations) will result in a suspension for 12 months.

NPS retains right to permanently revoke for serious violation or repeated suspensions.
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1 Introduction

The National Park Service is currently preparing a dog management plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). Law enforcement (LE) data is being analyzed to provide a tool to aid in alternatives
development and impacts analysis.

2 Methodology

This section describes the methods used to take existing data provided by GGNRA LE and analyze this
data in order to gain a basic understanding of the types of incidents that have occurred.

For the purpose of this analysis, a distinction is made between the terms “incident” and
“violation.”“Incident” refers to any occurrence that required a response by LE officers. These are
associated with a specific case number. “Violation” refers to “incidents” for which LE officers issued
either a citation or warning corresponding to a CFR” violation.”

For the years of 2001-2011, annual summary databases were provided by GGNRA which included
columns for the following applicable data: Case #, Time, Date, Incident/Offence, Description of
Location, Officer Name, and day of week (DOW). The Case # corresponds to the number on the official
incident report. The time indicates the time that the incident occurred. The date indicates the date that
the incident occurred. The Incident/Offense indicates the general category that the incident falls under.
Note that there is often more than one category listed here. The Description of Location provides the
general area in which the incident occurred. The Officer Name indicates the LE officer responsible for
writing the incident report.

Section 2.1 below describes phase 1 of the analysis, which examined total incident reportsby type in
both GGNRA as a whole, and in each individual area. Section 2.2 below reviewed individual incident
reports for dog related incidents only for the years of 2008-2011. Copies of incident reports for prior
years were unavailable (disposed following NPS guidance for records disposal). Some of these reports
documented multiple incidents. These are accounted for in the analysis. As a result, there are
variations in the total number of incidents for the first (section 2.1) and second (section 2.2) parts of the
analysis.

2.1 Analysis of All LE Data

The first phase of the analysis examined total numbers of incident reports by type in both GGNRA as a
whole, as well as in each individual area. Results are given as a percentage of total incidents
(AttachmentA).

LE annual summary incident databases for 2001-2005, 2006-2010, and 2011 were obtained.For all years,
the annual incident databases were edited to remove all incidents that did not occur on GGNRA land or
which were administrative in nature (e.g. reports documenting overtime, radio issues, alarm off,
maintenance needed) rather than reports of incidents or injuries involving visitors or staff. Incident
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entries were placed into simplified incident categories to reflect the overarching incident types
occurring within GGNRA.Incidents were then sorted by incident categories.A percentage for each
incident category was obtained for GGNRA as a whole (# specified incident type/total incidents) for each
of the 11 years of the analysis.Incident categories for which the percentage was <5% were lumped into
the “Other” category for presentation.Graphs were produced to reflect this analysis for GGNRA as a
whole.The total number of incidents is included on each graph for a better understanding of what the
percentages represent.The graphs for all 11 years were compiled into one document to visualize the
changes in incident occurrence in GGNRA over time.

Incidents were then sorted by the area within GGNRA where they occurred.A percentage for each
incident category was obtained for each area within GGNRA (# specified incident type in a specified
area/total incidents in that specified area) for each of the 11 years of analysis.Incident categories for
which the percentage was <5% were lumped into the “Other” category for presentation. Graphs were
produced to reflect this analysis for each area within GGNRA.The total number of incidents within each
area is included on each graph for a better understanding of what the percentages represent.If the
“Dog” category fell into the “Other” category for a given area for a given year, then the “Dog” incident
percentage is included in the graph heading.If there were no “Dog” incidents for a given area for a given
year, then this is specified in the graph heading.The graphs for each area for all 11 years were compiled
into onedocument to visualize the changes in incident occurrence for each area over time.

2.2 Analysis of LE Data for Dog Related Incidents

The next phase of analysis began with a review of available incident reports. Incident reports for 2001-
2006 were unavailable, as noted previously. Incident reports for 2007 were only available for part of
that year andthus were not used.

Note again that the number of incidents in this section of the analysis does not match the number of
incidents in the analysis of the overall LE data (which includes non-dog related incidents). This analysis
is based on a review of each incident report; there were often multiple incidents per incident report.
This was not done for the overall LE data analysis because individual incident reports were not reviewed
for non-dog related incidents.

Spreadsheets for the 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011 LE incident analysis (section 2.1) were copied into new
databases.All non-dog incidents were deleted.A new column was created for “Violation/CFR Cite” with
drop down menu options for each potential CFR violation.A new column was created for “Action Taken”
which addressed whether the action taken was a “Citation,” “Warning” or “Other.” A new column was
created to track additional notes that were pertinent to each Case #that related to dogs.Spreadsheets
were sorted by Case #.

PDF copies of LE Incident reports in order by Case # for 2008-2011 were obtained from GGNRA for each
of the four years available for analysis (2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011). Reports were reviewed individually
to identify the CFR violations, if any, that occurred as well as the action, if any, that was taken. This was
recorded in the databases in the appropriate columns.Notes were taken of other pertinent information

4
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included in the reportsuch as circumstances where multiple violations, citations or warnings
occurredwithin an individual report.If a given report was not available, then columns were filled out as
follows. “Violation/CFR Cite” was labeled according to the “Incident/Offence” type stated on the
incident report and entered into the LE database.If “Incident/Offence” listed only as a “Class 2” then
“Violation/CFR Cite” was listed as “Other.”A Class 2 offence is an incident where the reporting or
involved parties were not located, thus no report was taken. For both of the above, “Action Taken” was
listed as “Other.”If a report included multiple incidents/violations, new rows were added to account for
each individual incident.If a report detailed multiple incidents but did not enumerate, then 2 additional
entries were created.All databases (2008, 2009, 2010and 2011) were reviewed for consistency of
classification.

Each of the databases (2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011) was copied into two new tabs: “ALL Areas Together”
to analyze GGNRA as a whole, and “Sorted by Area” to analyze each area individually.

For the “ALL Areas Together” tab, data weresorted by “Violation/CFR Cite” then by “Action Taken.” The
total number of each type of “Violation/CFR Cite” was determined. The number of each “Action Taken”
for each of the above “Violation/CFR Cite” was determined. Graphswere created showing CFR
Violations for Dog Incidents in GGNRA. Graphs were createdshowing CFR Violations broken down by
citation, warning, or other in GGNRA.

For the “Sorted by Area” tab, data weresorted by “Area,” then by “Violation/CFR Cite” and then by
“Action Taken.” The number of each type of “Violation/CFR Cite” in each Area separately was
determined. The number of each “Action Taken” for each of the above “Violation/CFR Cite” in each
Areawas determined separately. Graphswere created for each Area showing CFR violations and total
overall violations. Graphs were created for each Area showing CFR violations broken down by citation,
warning, or other.

Note that for 2008 data, where violations classified as Crissy Field WPA or Ocean Beach SPPA occurred
prior to the September 19, 2008 special regulation promulgation, violations were classified or
reclassified as 36 CFR 1.5 (f). Differences may be seen between 2008 and other years of analysis for the
Crissy Field WPA and Ocean Beach SPPA violations since these rules were not promulgated until
September 19, 2008.
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Attachment A: Graphs of LE Data Analysis for All Incidents
A1: All of GGNRA
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A2: Areas within GGNRA
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Baker Beach Incidents - 2010
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Crissy Field Incidents - 2004
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Crissy Field Incidents - 2010
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East Fort Baker Incidents - 2007
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Fort Funston Incidents - 2004
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139 Total Incidents

35.0%
30.0%

Assi

ist Larceny Suspicious

25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

OTHER

Fort Funston Incidents - 2011

131 Total Incidents

40.0%
35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0% i

0% =

Assist Larceny Disorderly

Conduct

Other

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS

G-29



Appendices

G-30

30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Fort Mason Incidents - 2001

290 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.4%

18.0%
16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

Fort Mason Incidents - 2002

304 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.0%

Larceny Suspicious Camping Disorderly  Assist Drugs OTHER

Conduct

16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

Fort Mason Incidents - 2003

288 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 3.5%

Assist

Larceny Suspicious Camping Disorderly Drugs OTHER
Conduct

Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area



Appendix G: Law Enforcement Data

Fort Mason Incidents - 2004
327 Total Incidents
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% “
& A ° & & o $o -
W & \000 & &Q\Q 0@% & 0/33’
\/'b \),_)Q (10 (;b
) *\*
60
&
Q\
Fort Mason Incidents - 2005
373 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 1.3%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% “
Q & N & $ ) > &
Q N . S X & R &
& < &9 N > < X R
\:bﬂ \s 06)\(‘ P (Jo(\ (JQ’(Q e)
k\*
b@
o&
Q\‘v
Fort Mason Incidents - 2006
375 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.7%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% “
Q & © & o o QO &
Q N o ) N
&e v{,‘—)\ o (\6\) O \06(‘ . \Q\Q o/\%
NN S oy v
) R
b?/
&
Q\

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS G-31



Appendices

G-32

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Fort Mason Incidents - 2007

338 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.7%

Assist Larceny Suspicious Camping  Drugs Injury OTHER

30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Fort Mason Incidents - 2008

350 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.0%

Assist Drugs Larceny Suspicious Camping Disorderly OTHER

Conduct

25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

Fort Mason Incidents - 2009

404 Total Incidents

& A v fo =
& ,\&Q & Q«\’Qa < S NP
& P L S
bé\\\ 3
N\
N4

Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area



Appendix G: Law Enforcement Data

Fort Mason Incidents - 2010
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Fort Point Incidents - 2010
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Marin Headlands Incidents - 2001
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Marin Headlands Incidents - 2004
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Marin Headlands Incidents - 2007
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35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0% -

G-44 Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area
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40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
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Marin Headlands Incidents - 2010

612 Total Incidents
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Marin Headlands Incidents - 2011

630 Total Incidents
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Assist Drugs  Trespassing Injury

Other
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G-46

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Homestead Valley Incidents - 2001

2 Total Incidents

Camping Dog

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Homestead Valley Incidents - 2002

2 Total Incidents
NO Dog Incidents

Camping Vandalism

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Homestead Valley Incidents - 2003

5 Total Incidents

Dog Assist
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Homestead Valley Incidents - 2005
1 Total Incident
NO Dog Incidents
120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
Resource
Homestead Valley Incidents - 2007
1 Total Incident
NO Dog Incidents
120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
Larceny
Homestead Valley Incidents - 2010
3 Total Incidents
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
Camping Permit Warrant
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35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
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0.0%

Lobos Creek Incidents - 2010

7 Total Incidents

Resource Dog Fire Suspicious Vandalism
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Lands End Incidents - 2001
445 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.0%
45.0%
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Lands End Incidents - 2002
278 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 1.8%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
o ﬂ
0.0% “
& & <& & & & R &
& & F \5.59\\ &
C /\&:,,Q RO 5
Lands End Incidents - 2003
275 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 3.3%
30.0%
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20.0%
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0.0% -
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35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Lands End Incidents - 2004

361 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.2%

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Lands End Incidents - 2005

347 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.3%
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45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
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20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Lands End Incidents - 2006

256 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.0%

Trespassing Drugs Assist Alcohol OTHER
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Lands End Incidents - 2007
229 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.2%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
N
Lands End Incidents - 2008
151 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 3.3%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
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Lands End Incidents - 2009
269 Total Incidents
NO Dog Incidents
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
. N
0.0% -
Drugs Assist Camping Vandalism  Alcohol OTHER
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G-52

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Lands End Incidents - 2010

230 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.2%

Drugs Assist Trespassing Vandalism OTHER

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Lands End Incidents - 2011

237 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.1%
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Assist Drugs Vandalism  Trespassing Other
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Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2001
20 Total Incidents
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0% .
00% L i B B
Dog Vandalism  Larceny  Sanitation Trespassing Weapons
Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2002
13 Total Incidents
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Vandalism Fire Larceny Permit Sanitation
Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2003
16 Total Incidents
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
0.0% “
Dog Vandalism Sanitation Assist Suspicious
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35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2005

12 Total Incidents

.

Dog Vandalism Resource Bicycle Trespassing

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2006

8 Total Incidents

-

Larceny Trespassing Vandalism

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2007

7 Total Incidents

I

Vandalism
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Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2008

9 Total Incidents

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%
20.0%

10.0%

—

Dog Vandalism Assist

0.0% *“

Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2009

17 Total Incidents

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0% *“

—

Dog Vandalism Trespassing

Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2010

12 Total Incidents

70.0%
60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%
10.0%

—

Dog Vandalism Resource

0.0% *“
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G-56

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Milagra Ridge Incidents - 2011

20 Total Incidents

Vandalism Weapons Larceny Resource
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Mori Point Incidents - 2002
2 Total Incidents
NO Dog Incidents
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0% “
Permit Vandalism
Mori Point Incidents - 2003
19 Total Incidents
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Mori Point Incidents - 2004
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50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2005

23 Total Incidents

Dog Resource Sanitation OTHER

50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2006

9 Total Incidents

—

Dog Larceny Assist Camping Permit

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2007

24 Total Incidents

Vandalism Dog Assist Larceny OTHER
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70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2008

35 Total Incidents

-

Dog Vandalism Fire OTHER

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2009

58 Total Incidents

—
Dog Vandalism OTHER

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2010

37 Total Incidents

Dog

e
Assist Injury Vandalism OTHER
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80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Mori Point Incidents - 2011

42 Total Incidents

Dog Vandalism Suspicious Other
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Muir Beach Incidents - 2001

48 Total Incidents

35.0%

30.0%
25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0% -
Dog Assist Drugs Larceny OTHER

Muir Beach Incidents - 2002

40 Total Incidents

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

C E N e

Dog Assist Search Drugs Fire  Suspicious OTHER
and/or
Rescue

Muir Beach Incidents - 2003

72 Total Incidents
70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%
20.0%

10.0%

e N
Dog Assist OTHER

0.0% *“
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G-62

80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Muir Beach Incidents - 2004

90 Total Incidents

Dog Vandalism OTHER

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Muir Beach Incidents - 2005

40 Total Incidents

Dog Assist Fishing  Search  Alcohol Larceny OTHER

and/or
Rescue

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Muir Beach Incidents - 2006

142 Total Incidents
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Muir Beach Incidents - 2007

51 Total Incidents

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0% *“

Assist  Trespassing  Alcohol Drugs Dog OTHER

Muir Beach Incidents - 2008

62 Total Incidents

30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Muir Beach Incidents - 2009

56 Total Incidents

30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%
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30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Muir Beach Incidents - 2010

62 Total Incidents

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Muir Beach Incidents - 2011

55 Total Incidents
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Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2001
3 Total Incidents
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
Assist Dog Missing Person
Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2002
3 Total Incidents
NO Dog Incidents
35.0%
: EE
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
Assault Larceny Vandalism
Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2003
17 Total Incidents
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
00% L O o e e
Dog Drugs Vandalism  Aircraft  Complaint  Larceny
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G-66

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2004

46 Total Incidents

—

Dog OTHER

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2005

14 Total Incidents

——

Dog Assist Sanitation

120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%

0.0%

Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2006

1 Total Incident
NO Dog Incidents

Assist
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Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2007
10 Total Incidents
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
Assist Dog Larceny Drugs Suspicious Trespassing
Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2008
9 Total Incidents
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
0.0% -
Assist Bicycle Camping Dog Sex Offense
Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2009
2 Total Incidents
NO Dog Incidents
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0% —
Injury Larceny

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS G-67
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G-68

120.0%

100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%

Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2010

1 Total Incident

Camping

100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%

Oakwood Valley Incidents - 2011

1 Total Incident
NO Dog Incidents

Injury
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Ocean Beach Incidents - 2001

954 Total Incidents

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Drugs Dog Camping Fire Alcohol Assist OTHER

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2002

916 Total Incidents
35.0%

30.0%
25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%
5.0%

0.0%

Fire Drugs Camping  Assist Dog Alcohol  OTHER

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2003

943 Total Incidents

ﬁi.iu

Drugs Fire Camping  Assist Alcohol Dog OTHER

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS G-69
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G-70

30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2004

1280 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.5%

Fire Drugs Camping Alcohol Assist OTHER

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2005

1424 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.8%

bis..

Fire Drugs Camping Assist Alcohol OTHER

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2006

1273 total incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 2.0%

iii:i

Fire Camping Drugs Alcohol Assist OTHER
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Ocean Beach Incidents - 2007
1329 Total Incidents
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Fire Dog Camping  Drugs Alcohol Assist OTHER
Ocean Beach Incidents - 2008
1077 Total Incidents
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Drugs Alcohol Dog Camping  Assist Fire OTHER
Ocean Beach Incidents - 2009
1113 Total Incidents
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Drugs Alcohol Assist Fire Camping OTHER
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G-72

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2010

877 Total Incidents

T |

Drugs Assist  Alcohol Dog Fire Camping OTHER

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Ocean Beach Incidents - 2011

781 Total Incidents

1

Drugs Dog Alcohol Assist  Camping Fire Other
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Other Area Incidents - 2001
320 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.7%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
oo% L [ B .
Assist Injury Vandalism  Larceny Disorderly = OTHER
Conduct
Other Area Incidents - 2002
337 Total Incidents
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% “
Injury Assist Dog Suspicious OTHER
Other Area Incidents - 2003
317 Total Incidents
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
i - . Ili
0.0%
Assist Injury Drugs Suspicious Vandalism OTHER
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G-74

50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Other Area Incidents - 2004

336 Total Incidents

Assist Injury Dog OTHER

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Other Area Incidents - 2005

252 Total Incidents

Assist Injury Suspicious Dog OTHER

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Other Area Incidents - 2006

237 Total Incidents

il...1

Assist Injury  Trespassing Larceny OTHER
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Other Area Incidents - 2007
355 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.5%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Assist Injury Trespassing OTHER
Other Area Incidents - 2008
267 Total Incidents
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
X
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Other Area Incidents - 2009
295 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.4%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
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G-76

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Other Area Incidents - 2010

273 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 4.0%

...l

Assist Injury  Trespassing Drugs Vandalism OTHER

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Other Area Incidents - 2011

225 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 3.6%

h...

Assist Injury Drugs Permit  Trespassing Other
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30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2001

54 Total Incidents

]IIIth

Assist Drugs Injury Fire

OTHER

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2002

51 Total Incidents

Assist Dog Drugs  Camping Fire  Suspicious OTHER

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2003

107 Total Incidents

Dog Assist Camping

e

OTHER

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2004

117 Total Incidents

Dog Assist Camping Drugs OTHER

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2005

50 Total Incidents

iiittE

Assist Camping Alcohol Fire OTHER

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2006

44 Total Incidents

| ..Eij

Assist Drugs Fire Permit OTHER
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Rodeo Beach Incidents - 2007
58 Total Incidents
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
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Stinson Beach Incidents - 2001
169 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 1.8%
35.0%
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Assist Injury Search Drugs Alcohol OTHER
and/or
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Stinson Beach Incidents - 2002
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Stinson Beach Incidents - 2004

204 Total Incidents
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Stinson Beach Incidents - 2007
297 Total Incidents
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Drugs Assist Alcohol  Search Dog Injury OTHER
and/or
Rescue
Stinson Beach Incidents - 2008
295 Total Incidents
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Alcohol Drugs Assist Fugative Search  OTHER
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Stinson Beach Incidents - 2010

181 Total Incidents
Dog Incidents Included in "Other" = 3.3%
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Sutro Heights Incidents - 2001
118 Total Incidents
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G-86

Sutro Heights Incidents - 2004

82 Total Incidents
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Sutro Heights Incidents - 2007
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30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Drugs Vandalism Camping Larceny Assist OTHER
Sutro Heights Incidents - 2009
114 Total Incidents
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% -
& o o e & & 1
@Q\Q @ O&% & < ¢ & <
% K v @ ©
3 R
b@
K
S

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS G-87



Appendices

G-88

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Sutro Heights Incidents - 2010

108 Total Incidents

25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

Sutro Heights Incidents - 2011

78 Total Incidents

X
’\c)
G
v.

o

Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area



Appendix G: Law Enforcement Data

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2001

7 Total Incidents
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Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2004

19 Total Incidents

70.0%
60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%
20.0%

10.0%

e

Dog Sanitation Assist Fire Weapons

0.0% *“

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2005
19 Total Incidents

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%

0.0% “

B

Dog Vandalism Assist Sanitation Permit  Suspicious

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2006

15 Total Incidents
60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

.

Dog Vandalism Drugs Larceny Resource

0.0% *“

G-90 Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area



Appendix G: Law Enforcement Data

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2007

18 Total Incidents

e

Dog Vandalism Larceny Complaint  Missing Person

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2008

23 Total Incidents

—

Dog Vandalism OTHER

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2009

30 Total Incidents

.

Dog OTHER

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS

G-91



Appendices

G-92

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2010

35 Total Incidents

—

Dog Resource OTHER

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Sweeney Ridge Incidents - 2011

47 Total Incidents

Dog Vandalism Other

Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area



Appendix G: Law Enforcement Data

Attachment B: Graphs of LE Report Analysis for All Dog Related Incidents
B1.1 All of GGNRA - 2008
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B1.2 All of GGNRA - 2009

2009 CFR Violations for Dog Incidents - GGNRA
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B1.3 All of GGNRA - 2010

2010 CFR Violations for Dog Incidents -
GGNRA
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B1.3 All of GGNRA - 2011

2011 CFR Violations (citation, warning, or
other) GGNRA
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APPENDIX H: SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES
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Dominant

Mapped
Occurrences or
Potential Habitat at

Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Invertebrate Species
Callophrys mossii |San Bruno FE n/a Coastal Scrub. |Rocky outcrops and cliffs | The larval host |Found in coastal Milagra Ridge.
bayensis elfin in coastal scrub habitat.  |plant for the mountains near
butterfly San Bruno elfin |San Francisco
is Sedum Bay, in the fog-belt
spathulifolium, |of steep north
a succulent facing slopes that
which grows on [receive little direct
rocky, north- sunlight.
facing slopes
along the
coast.
Icaricia icarioides |Mission FE n/a Coastal Scrub. |Mission blue butterflies Marin Headlands, |Alta Trail/Orchard
ssp. Missionensis |blue are closely tied to three the coastal ridges |Fire Road/Pacheco
butterfly lupine larval host plants— in San Mateo Fire Road, Oakwood

Lupinus albifrons, L.
variicolor, and L.
formosus. These host
plants tend to occur on
grasslands on thin, rocky
soils within broader
coastal-scrub habitats.

County, San Bruno
Mountain, and
possibly Twin
Peaks in San
Francisco.

Valley, Marin
Headlands Trails
(Tennessee Valley),
Fort Baker, Milagra
Ridge, Sweeney
Ridge/Cattle Hill, and
Rancho Corral de
Tierra.

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
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Dominant

Mapped
Occurrences or
Potential Habitat at

Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Fish Species
Eucyclogobius Tidewater FE, CH n/a Open Water. Brackish water habitats |Found in shallow |Eastern Pacific: Rodeo Beach
newberryi goby along the California lagoons and Del Norte County |(Rodeo Lagoon).
coast from Agua lower stream in northern
Hedionda Lagoon, San (reaches. California to Del
Diego County to the Mar in southern
mouth of the Smith California.
River.
Oncorhynchus Coho FE, CH n/a SE |Open Water. Coastal streams draining The range of this | Muir Beach
kisutch salmon-- to ocean (including those Evolutionarily (Redwood Creek).
Central to San Francisco Bay) Significant Unit is
California with spawning, juvenile from Punta Gorda
coast rearing habitat, and in northern
migratory corridor. California to San
Lorenzo River in
central California,
inclusive of San
Francisco Bay
streams.
Oncorhynchus Steelhead FT, CH n/a Open Water. Coastal streams draining California streams |Stinson Beach
mykiss — Central to ocean (including those from the Russian |(Easkoot Creek),
California to San Francisco Bay) River to Aptos Muir Beach
Coast with spawning, juvenile Creek, and the (Redwood Creek),

rearing habitat, and
migratory corridor.

drainages of San
Francisco and San
Pablo Bays
eastward to the
Napa River
(inclusive),

Rodeo Beach
(Rodeo Lagoon),
Marin Headlands
Trails (Rodeo Creek
and Gerbode Creek),
and Rancho Corral
de Tierra (Martini
and Denniston
Creeks).
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Mapped
Occurrences or
Dominant Potential Habitat at
Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Reptile and Amphibian Species
Rana draytonii California FT, CH n/a Wetlands. Adult require a dense, California red- Muir Beach, Marin
red-legged shrubby or emergent legged frogs are Headlands Trails
frog riparian vegetation closely still locally (Rodeo Lake, Rodeo
associated with deep abundant within Lagoon, and
(>0.7 meters) still or slow- portions of the San | Tennessee Valley),
moving water. Francisco Bay Mori Point, Milagra
area (including Ridge, Sweeney
Marin County) and |Ridge/Cattle Hill,
the central coast. |Pedro Point, and
Within the Rancho Corral de
remaining Tierra.
distribution of the
species, only
isolated
populations have
been documented
in the Sierra
Nevada, northern
Coast, and
northern
Transverse
ranges.
Thamnophis San FE n/a SE |Wetlands. Prefer densely vegetated Historically San Mori Point, Milagra
sirtalis tetrataenia |Francisco ponds with adjacent Francisco Ridge, Sweeney
garter plants for basking. peninsula currently |Ridge / Cattle Hill,
shake Preferred prey species is known from South |Pedro Point, and
red-legged frogs. San Francisco Rancho Corral de
Aestivates in burrow near airport and Tierra.
holes. Mori Point near
Pacifica. Known
occurrence at Mori
Point.

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
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Dominant

Mapped
Occurrences or
Potential Habitat at

Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Bird Species
Charadrius Western FT, CH n/a Beach. Coastal beaches, sand Breeds primarily | Crissy Field and
alexandrinus showy spits, dune-backed on coastal Ocean Beach.
nivosus plover beaches, beaches at river beaches from
mouths, salt pans at southern
lagoons and estuaries, Washington to
mud flats, and man-made southern Baja
salt ponds. California, Mexico.
Riparia riparia Bank n/a ST |Beach - Rocky |(Nesting) colonial nester; |Requires Widespread in Fort Funston.
swallow Coast. nests primarily in riparian |vertical Northern
and other lowland habitats | banks/cliffs Hemisphere.
west of the desert. with fine- Winters in South
textured/sandy |America, Africa,
soils near South Asia.
streams, rivers,
lakes, ocean to
dig nesting
burrows.
Strix occidentalis |Northern FT n/a Coniferous and |Utilizes coniferous and The range Homestead Valley,
caurina spotted owl evergreen mixed-hardwood forest encompasses an |Oakwood Valley,
forest. areas for breeding in the area from and Marin
project area, often in southwestern Headlands Trails.

drainages.

British Columbia
south through the
coastal mountains
arid Cascade
Range (both west
and east sides) of
Washington and
Oregon, south into
southwestern
Oregon and
northwestern
California north of
San Francisco.
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Dominant

Mapped
Occurrences or
Potential Habitat at

Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Mammal Species
Arctocephalus Guadalupe FT n/a ST |Rarely occurs |Rocky habitat near Breeds along the |Potential stranding
townsendi fur seal in project area; |ocean's edge. eastern coast of on all beach areas.
six strandings Guadalupe Island,
within project approximately 200
area have kilometers west of
occurred Baja California. In
through review addition,
of twelve years individuals have
of data been sighted in the
collected by the southern California
Marine Channel Islands,
Mammal including two
Center (2000- males who
2011). established
territories on San
Nicolas Island.
Eumetopias Stellersea | FT, CH n/a Unlikely to Protected haul out sites. Breeds from Potential stranding
jubatus lion occur in project northern Channel |on all beach areas.
area; no Islands north to
strandings Aleutians and the
within project Pribilofs. Breeding
area have colony on Ano
occurred Nuevo Island.

through review
of twelve years
of data
collected by the
Marine
Mammal
Center (2000-
2011).
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Dominant

Mapped
Occurrences or
Potential Habitat at

Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Plant Species
Arenaria Marsh FE 1B.1 SE |Wetlands. Wetland and riparian Freshwater Historically the Marin Headlands
paludicola sandwort ecosystems marshes with  |West Coast. Today | Trails.
saturated, only a dozen
predominantly |individuals found in
sandy soils San Luis Obispo
from 3-170 County. Two
meters. populations were
reintroduced to
Marin Headlands.
Arctostaphylos Franciscan FE 1B.1 Serpentine — | Scrub and chaparral Endemic to Localized in San Fort Point and Baker
franciscana manzanita Chaparral. communities. California; Francisco. Only Beach.
Found from 60- | one wild plant at
300 meters. Presidio of San
Francisco, which
was transplanted
to the Presidio
(Area B).
Arctostaphylos Presidio FE 1B.1 SE |Serpentine — |Chaparral, coastal prairie, |Formerly Found along the Baker Beach.
hookeri ssp. (Raven's) Chaparral. and coastal scrub. endemic to North Central
ravenii manzanita San Francisco |Coast (San
area. Found in |Francisco
open, rocky Presidio). Only one
serpentine wild plant and
slopes from 20- | clones of this
215 meters. single plant
remain.
Clarkia Presidio FE 1B.1 SE |Serpentine Serpentine grassland Only known in | Only five known Baker Beach.
franciscana clarkia grassland. San Francisco |occurrences in San

and Alameda
Counties.
Serpentine
soils around 50
meters in
elevation.

Francisco and
Alameda counties.
Endemic to
California.
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Dominant

Mapped
Occurrences or
Potential Habitat at

Habitat Type Species GGNRA Locations
Common | Federal | CNPS | State |[or Occurrence| Habitat Requirement Distribution / that are Analyzed
Scientific Name Name Status | Status | Status Notes and/or Association Microhabitat Range in this Plan/SEIS
Hesperolinon Marin FT 1B.1 ST |Serpentine — |Serpentine In serpentine  [Known only from  |Baker Beach.
congestum dwarf-flax Grassland/ grassland/chaparral barrens and in |Marin, San
"Marin Chaparral. serpentine Francisco, and
Western grassland and |San Mateo
Flax" chaparral. 30- |Counties. NW San
365 meters. Francisco Bay
Area. Occurs on
Presidio coastal
area.
Lessingia San FE 1B.1 SE |Dunes. Dunes. Known only San Francisco Bay |Baker Beach and
germanorum Francisco from San Area. Species Fort Funston.
lessingia Francisco and |located in the
San Mateo coastal habitat
counties. From |region of the
remnant Presidio (Special
dunes. Open |Status Vascular
sandy soils Plant Species
relatively free | Monitoring Report,
of competing |GGNRA 2001).
plants. 20-125
meters.
Potentilla Hickman's FE 1B.1 SE |Coastal prairie. |Coastal prairie. Open coastal |Currently known Mori Point, Pedro
hickmanii potentilla prairie from two Point, and Rancho
(Hickman's intermixed with |populations in Corral de Tierra.
cinquefoil) native Monterey County

perennial
grasses and
forbs.

and Rancho Corral
de Tierra.

Notes: CH = critical habitat; CNPS = California Native Plant Society; FC = federal candidate; FE = federally endangered; FT = federally threatened; R = rare; ST =
state threatened; SE = state endangered; SC = state candidate.
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APPENDIX I: CULTURAL RESOURCES

L1ST OF CULTURAL RESOURCES ANALYZED FOR GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA (GGNRA)
DRAFT DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN / SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (PLAN/SEIS)

Cultural Resource

General Construction
or Significance Date
(if applicable)

General Location

Historic District/Landmark in
which resource is located
(if applicable)

Archeological Resources

Muir Beach Marin County

(CA-MRN-333)

Lands End San Francisco

(CA-SFR-5, County

CA-SFR-21)

Historic Structures

Permanent Seacoast Fortifications

Black Point 1863 Fort Mason Fort Mason Historic District

Burnham 1899-1900 Fort Mason Fort Mason Historic District

Cavallo 1872 Fort Baker Fort Baker, Barry, Cronkhite
(FBBC) Historic District

Duncan 1898-1899 Fort Baker FBBC Historic District

Yates 1903 Fort Baker FBBC Historic District

Chester 1899-1903 Fort Miley Fort Miley Military Reservation

Livingston-Springer 1899-1902 Fort Miley Fort Miley Military Reservation

Battery Construction #243 1943 Fort Miley Fort Miley Military Reservation

East 1872 Fort Point Presidio National Historic Landmark
(NHL)

Chamberlin 1899-1903 Fort Scott Presidio NHL

Cranston 1897-1898 Fort Scott Presidio NHL

Marcus-Miller 1891-1898 Fort Scott Presidio NHL

Godfrey 1892-1896 Fort Scott Presidio NHL

Croshy 1899-1900 Fort Scott Presidio NHL

Boutelle 1898-1901 Fort Scott Presidio NHL

Davis 1936-1940 Fort Funston

Miscellaneous Historic Structures

Crissy Airfield 1919 Crissy Airfield Presidio NHL

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS




Appendices

Cultural Resource

General Construction
or Significance Date
(if applicable)

General Location

Historic District/Landmark in
which resource is located
(if applicable)

Cultural Landscapes

Fort Baker, Barry, and
Chronkite Historic District
(includes field fortifications;
permanent seacoast
fortifications and their
integral earthworks)

1866

Marin County

Presidio National Historic
Landmark (includes USCGS,
field fortifications, Crissy
Field, and permanent
seacoast fortifications and
their integral earthworks)

1776

San Francisco
County

Fort Mason Historic District
(includes permanent
seacoast fortifications and
their integral earthworks)

1855

San Francisco
County

Fort Miley Military
Reservation(includes
permanent seacoast
fortifications and their
integral earthworks)

1893

San Francisco
County

Rancho Corral de Tierra
(includes landscapes
features, structures, and
archeological sites, including
the Francisco Guerrero
Adobe Site, and the Martini
Creek Ohlone sites)

1839

San Mateo County

Golden Gate National Recreation Area




APPENDIX J: NEARBY DOG WALKING AREAS

Park
Name Management* Location Size of Park Notes
Marin County Nearby Dog Walking Areas (in order of study ranking)
Upton Beach Marin County Adjacent to Stinson Beach 4 acres Beach is on leash dog walking only, but off-leash dog
walking may occur here.
Camino Alto Open Marin County Mill Valley; Escalon Rd. 170 acres Dogs on leash on all trails; dogs off leash on all fire
Space Preserve roads under voice command.
Blithedale Summit Open | Marin County Mill Valley; Glen Dr. 899 acres Dogs on leash on all trails; dogs off leash on all fire
Space Preserve roads under voice command.
Mt. Tamalpais State California Mill Valley 6,300 acres Dogs on leash only in picnic areas and camping areas.
Park Department of No dogs allowed on trails, fire roads, or undeveloped
Parks and areas.
Recreation
Bolinas Beach Marin County and | Olema Bolinas Road, off Unknown Dogs allowed off leash.

Private Lands

Highway 1

San Francisco County N

earby Dog Walking Areas (in order of study rankin

9)

Pine Lake/Stern Grove

San Francisco
Recreation and
Parks Department
(SFRPD)

Wawona neighborhood;
Stern Grove is at 19th Ave.
and Wawona; Pine Lake at
Wawona Way and Crestlake

3.3 acres (Pine Lake
DPA); 0.20 mile trail;
0.7-acre (Stern
Grove Dog Play
Area (DPA))

Off-leash areas in two DPAs and along the 0.2 mile
Stern Grove Trail; this trail connects Pine Lake
Meadow to Stern Grove on the north side of the park.

Golden Gate Park (all SFRPD Sunset neighborhood,; 1,017 acres; , 8.6 There are four distinct DPA areas in the park
areas) between Sunset and acres off-leash (southeast, northeast, south central, and north central)
Richmond DPAs where dogs are allowed off leash. Outside of the
DPAs, dogs are allowed on leash, and can be walked
on trails at the site.
McLaren Park SFRPD Bayview neighborhood,; 59.9 acres off-leash | Two separate DPAs: (1) 59-acre area bounded by
Shelly Dr. and Mansell St DPA Shelly Drive with fence along roadway (2) 0.9 acre
adjacent to Natural Area with fence along roadway.
Alta Plaza Park SFRPD Pacific Heights 0.5 acres off-leash Leash rule: Off leash in DPA, on leash in the park.

neighborhood; between Scott
and Steiner St.

DPA

Park is a large sloping expanse of grass with some
landscaped plantings.

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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neighborhood; Bernal
Heights and Esmeralda

Park
Name Management* Location Size of Park Notes
Glen Canyon Park SFRPD Glen Park neighborhood; 70 acres Leash rule: Leashes required.
Bosworth St. and Diamond
Heights Blvd.
Bernal Heights SFRPD Bernal Heights 21 acres off-leash DPA located within Bernal Heights Natural Area.

DPA

The Presidio (Area B —
managed by the
Presidio Trust)

The Presidio Trust

Northwest tip of the San
Francisco Peninsula; south of
Mason St. and east of Lincoln
Blvd.

Area B is
approximately 1,170
acres

Dogs on leash where allowed in Presidio Area B.

Mountain Lake Park

SFRPD and the
Presidio Trust

Richmond neighborhood;
Lake St and 12th Ave

0.4 acres off-leash
DPA

East end of the park has a DPA.

San Mateo County Nearby Dog Walking Areas (in order of study ranking)

Linda Mar)

Montara State Beach California Montara Unknown Dogs allowed on a leash, six feet or shorter.
(includes McNee Ranch) | Department of
Parks and
Recreation
Quarry Park, El Granada | San Mateo El Granada; corner of Santa 40 acres Dogs allowed on leash.
County Maria Ave. and Columbus St.
Department of
Parks
Half Moon Bay (Surfer's | California El Granada; along Highway 1 | Unknown Dogs allowed on leash.
Beach) Department of
Parks and
Recreation
Sharp Park SFRPD Pacifica; along Highway 1 Unknown Dogs allowed on leash.
Pacifica State Beach (at | City of Pacifica Pacifica; along Highway 1 Unknown Dogs allowed on leash on the beach.

J-2
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APPENDIX K: PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE PROJECTS AND ACTIONS
CONSIDERED FOR THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Plans and Projects ‘ Location

‘ Type of Project |

Purposes of the Project

|

Source

Past/Completed Projects

Giacomini Wetland
Restoration Project

Tomales Bay

Wetland
restoration

Project benefitted the Tomales Bay watershed ecosystem
through wetland restoration. Included planting native vegetation
at the Giacomini Ranch to increase habitat for listed species
such as the tidewater goby and California clapper rail.

http://www.nps.gov/pore/parkmgmt/p
lanning_giacomini_wrp_construction
_summary_phasel.htm

Easkoot Creek
Restoration

Stinson Beach

Habitat restoration
for threatened
central California
coast steelhead
trout and coho

The restoration effort at the lower Easkoot Creek has improved
summer and winter rearing habitat for the threatened central
California coast steelhead trout and coho salmon both federally
listed species. The project restored native vegetation and
floodplain functions and features previously disturbed by

Easkoot Creek Restoration at
Stinson Beach Environmental
Assessment

salmon human activities.
Sewage Release Homestead Sewage spill More than 5 million gallons of partially treated sewage and http://www.epa.gov/region09/water/n
Valley storm water were released into Richardson Bay from the Mill pdes/pdf/SASM-SSO-report-final-2-
Valley treatment plant. October 2007 inspections by U.S. 11-08-redact.pdf
Environmental Protection Agency confirmed the sewage
collection systems at Almonte, Tamalpais, Homestead Valley,
and Richardson Bay districts have deteriorating sewage pipes.
Tree Removal Homestead Fire protection During the fall of 2005, more than 100 trees were removed Golden Gate NRA Fire Management:
Valley from 89 acres in Golden Gate National Recreation Area Homestead Fuel Reduction

(GGNRA), to protect the adjacent community of Homestead
Valley, where there are over 1,000 homes. Non-native
Monterey pines, acacias, eucalyptus and plums, and
encroaching Douglas firs were cut and piled for burning.

Implements Community Wildfire
Protection Plan
(http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
upload/firemanagement_news_home
steadfuelreduction.pdf) and Marin
County Community Wildlife Fire
Protection Plan
(http://lwww.marinsheriff.org/uploads/
documents/Marin%20CountyCommu
nity%20Wildfire%20Protection%20PI
an.pdf)

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Plans and Projects

Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Lower Redwood Creek
Interim Flood
Reduction Measures
and Floodplain/
Channel Restoration

Muir Beach

Floodplain and
channel
restoration

This project restored channel function at the Pacific Way site to
reduce flooding on an interim basis until long-term restoration
project is implemented. The project also expanded riparian
vegetation at the Banducci site, increased in-channel habitat
complexity, reconnected the creek to its floodplain and
reestablished geomorphic processes at the Banducci site to
improve habitat for coho salmon and steelhead trout.

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
upload/redwoodcrk-ea-final.pdf

Trails Forever -Pirates
Cove

South of Muir
Beach

Control of invasive
non-native plants

Pirates Cove is just south of Muir Beach, supports dense and
relatively undisturbed coastal scrub, prairie, and riparian
habitats. Non-native pampas grass has colonized the cliff faces
over the past three decades, spreading inland in areas where
non-natural disturbance has occurred. In 2006, Trails Forever
began controlling the pampas grass invasion in an effort to
maintain the natural habitat.

http://www.parksconservancy.org/our
_work/trails/index.asp

Trails Forever - Marin
Headlands

Marin
Headlands

Control of invasive
plants to increase
natural diversity

Spreading infestations of non-native vegetation threaten the
grassland and coastal scrub habitat of the Southern Marin
Headlands that include plant species critical to the survival of
the mission blue butterfly. Efforts to control target invasive
species began in 2006.

http://www.parksconservancy.org/our
_work/trails/index.asp

Fort Baker Plan

Fort Baker

Cultural resource
restoration

Over 28 historic buildings are being rehabilitated to national
historic preservation standards to ensure that the significant
historic features are maintained. The project includes Cavallo
Point: The Lodge at the Golden Gate, a resort, and the Institute
at the Golden Gate, a retreat and conference center, as well as
infrastructure upgrades, waterfront improvements and native
habitat restoration. The new lodging units are environmentally
friendly and architecturally sensitive to the historic area.
Landscape improvements include the restoration of the main
parade ground by National Park Service (NPS) to its historic
period.

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/documen
t.cfm?parkiD=303&projectld=20244&
documentlD=20847

Trails Forever — Fort
Mason

Fort Mason

Transportation

The effort to improve the San Francisco Bay Trail at Laguna
and Marina Boulevard is part of Trails Forever. Project
objectives were to enhance visitor safety and experience,
improve pedestrian and bicyclist traffic flow, and re-vegetate
the landscape.

http://sfbike.org/download/ft_mason_
squeeze.pdf
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Fort Mason Center Fort Mason Programming and | After completion of the environmental assessment, NPS http://parkplanning.nps.gov/showFile
Long-term Lease management entered into a long-term lease with Fort Mason Center to .cfm?projectld=20253&docType=pub
Environmental continue its public programming and management of Lower lic&MIMEType=application%252Fpdf
Assessment (FONSI) Fort Mason. &filename=FOMA%20Long%20Ter
m%20Lease%2Epdf&clientFilename
=FOMA%20Long%20Term%20Leas
e%2Epdf
Crissy Field Plan Crissy Field Restoration This project resulted in the restoration of approximately 18
acres of tidal marsh at Crissy Field; a channel was opened to
the tides, allowing fresh and salt water to merge at Crissy Field
for the first time in 100 years. This plan proposed increased
dog-walking opportunities at the park.
Crissy Field Center Crissy Field Facilities As a result of California Department of Transportation’s receipt | http://www.parksconservancy.org/our

Temporary Move to
East Beach

of funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act,
the Doyle Drive improvement project was fast-tracked, and
consequently Crissy Field Center needed to move its
operations from 603 Old Mason in late 2009.

-work/crissy/temporary-
relocation.html

Lobos Creek Valley Lobos Creek,

Habitat restoration

Habitat restoration project at coastal dune in Lobos Creek

Dune Restoration near Baker Valley to increase population of the listed San Francisco
Beach lessingia plant.
Trails Forever — Lands | Lands End Transportation The project included resurfacing and stabilizing additional http://www.parksconservancy.org/our

End

segments of the trail; creating open views to the ocean;
eliminating damaged “social” trails; replanting native species in
the local forest and surrounding areas; improving visitor
amenities; and engaging the community in park stewardship.

-work/trails-
forever/accomplishments/lands-
end.html

Sutro Dunes Sutro Heights

Erosion control

Sutro Dunes was planted with native plants in order to restore

http://mww.sfexaminer.com/local/Sutr

Stabilization/Native Park the site. 0-Dunes-blooming-like-new-
Planting 81069857.html

Site Management Plan | Milagra Ridge | Management Site Management Plans are completed for acquired properties | N/A

for Milagra Ridge project at GGNRA, such as Milagra Ridge. This plan may include a

statement to protect and enhance habitat at the site, such as
mission blue butterfly habitat at Milagra Ridge in coordination
with the GGNRA and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Plans and Projects

Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Current Projects (Construction Underway or Planning in Progress or Complete)

GGNRA Fire Parkwide Land use plan, One of the many goals of the GGNRA Fire Management Final Environmental Impact
Management Plan enhance mission | Program is to protect natural resources from adverse effects of | Statement for Fire Management
blue butterfly fire and fire management activities, and use fire management Plan; GGNRA, Muir Woods National
habitat, preserve | wherever appropriate to sustain and restore natural resources. | Monument and Fort Point National
historic structures, | Another goal is to preserve historic structures, landscapes, and | Historic Site; Marin, San Francisco
landscapes, and | archeological resources from adverse effects of fire and fire and San Mateo Counties, CA (NPS
archeological management activities, and use fire management wherever 2005)
resources appropriate to rehabilitate or restore these cultural resources.
Air Tour Management | Parkwide Management plan | This Air Tour Management Plan addresses the impacts of http://www.nps.gov/pore/parkmgmt/u
Plan, GGNRA and commercial air tours over GGNRA and Point Reyes National pload/planning_atmp_mailer_11072
Point Reyes National Seashore to develop acceptable and effective measures to 8.pdf
Seashore mitigate adverse impacts of commercial air tours on natural and
cultural resources, and on visitor experience.
34th America’s Cup Parkwide Sailing race The 34th America’s Cup event brings sailing teams from http://cdn.sparkart.net/americascup/c

Event

around the world to race within San Francisco Bay; preliminary
races were held in 2012; the America’s Cup race is in 2013.
The event includes a sustainability plan to determine and
mitigate impacts from the event. Preliminary events and event
related construction occurred in 2012.

ontent/documents/sustainability/AC3
4-Sustainability-Plan_19-March-
2012.pdf

Dias Ridge
Restoration and Trail
Improvement

Marin County

Restoration and
trail Improvement

The project will realign trail segments and restore degraded
areas on Dias Ridge. Specifically, the project will remove
unauthorized trails and replace or rehabilitate poorly aligned
and eroding trail segments. This project will improve parkland
resources by reducing soil erosion in the project, minimize
sediment from reaching Redwood Creek, and improve the trail
alignment to support existing authorized trail-use designations.

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
planning.htm

Redwood Creek
Watershed
Restoration

Redwood
Creek
Watershed,
Marin County

Watershed
restoration
visioning process

The project (Redwood Creek Watershed: Vision for the Future)
included identifying issues and values in the watershed and
defining future conditions to create a Redwood Creek
watershed that exists as a natural ecosystem and offers
opportunities to learn, experience, and protect nature, rural
character, and cultural history in an urbanized area.

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
upload/RWC Vision Statement.pdf

Cosco Busan
Recreational Use
Restoration Projects
Plan

San Francisco
and Marin
Counties

Site improvements
and habitat
restoration

The study will determine improvement projects to be completed
in Marin and San Francisco counties with the $9.75 Million in
settlement funds from the Cosco Busan oil spill.
Recreation/visitor use and access-related projects are
proposed at Muir Beach, Stinson Beach, Rodeo Beach, Ocean
Beach, Fort Mason, Crissy Field, Baker Beach, and parkwide.

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectH
ome.cfm?projectld=44006
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects

Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Monterey Bay National | San Francisco |Boundary National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration has initiated | https://www.federalregister.gov/articl
Marine Sanctuary County adjustment a review of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary es/2012/08/07/2012-
Boundary Adjustment/ boundaries, to evaluate the opportunity and effects of 19105/revisions-of-boundaries-for-
Environmental Impact expanding the sanctuary's boundary to include the San the-monterey-bay-national-marine-
Statement (EIS) Francisco-Pacifica Exclusion Area. This area was initially sanctuary-intent-to-prepare-an
excluded due to pollution, vessel traffic, and dredge spoil
deposits, but these conditions have since been alleviated.
Ocean Beach would be added to the Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary under this plan.
Significant Natural San Francisco |Planning The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan Environmental Impact Report:
Resource Areas and Pacifica document guides natural resource protection, habitat restoration, trail and | Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan access improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance |Management Plan (SFPD 2011)
activities over the next 20 years. The scope of the Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan includes “Natural
Areas” managed by the San Francisco Recreation and Park
Department (SFRPD) in San Francisco and Pacifica and
addresses dog walking (including on-leash dog walking and off-
leash dog play areas) in these areas.
Nonpoint Source Martini Creek | Watershed Project could benefit Hickman'’s potentilla through the http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/Web/c
Watershed watershed, assessment development of an Action Plan to address potential and known | ca_project.htm
Assessment for the San Mateo nonpoint source pollution impacts and improve water quality
James Fitzgerald County conditions in and around the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve critical
Marine Reserve coastal area.
Critical Coastal Area
Coho and Steelhead Pine Gulch, Salmonid Initiated by the NPS, project includes assessing current coho http://www.nps.gov/pore/naturescien
Restoration Project Redwood, restoration salmon and steelhead abundance and distribution and ceffish.htm
Olema, and developing and implementing a plan for restoring and
Lagunitas monitoring the fish and their habitat.
creeks
Accessibility Site Stinson Beach, | Accessibility site | Fort Mason, Bldg. 201, Baker Beach, Stinson Beach, Battery https://pepc.nps.gov/projectHome.cf
Improvements at Fort | Marin improvements Spencer and Kirby Cove (Marin Headlands) have been m?projectld=38854
Mason Bldg. 201, Headlands, identified as key sites targeted for increasing accessibility in
Baker Beach, Stinson | Fort Mason, GGNRA. The project results will include improvements in

Beach, Battery
Spencer and Kirby
Cove

Baker Beach

accessibility of picnic areas, camping views, beaches,
restrooms, interpretive and wayfinding signs, and parking and
accessible routes to these amenities. Project includes site-
specific elements that will improve accessibility and the visitor
experience
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Plans and Projects

Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Submarine Discharge | Stinson Beach | Septic tank Nutrients are discharged into groundwater at Stinson Beach Sieyes, N.R., K.M. Yamahara, B.A.
of Nutrient-enriched discharge from septic tanks; discharge is affected by variations in tides Layton, E.H. Joyce, and A.B.
Fresh Groundwater and is greater during neap tides (minimum tide range) as Boehm. 2008. Limnology and

compared to spring tides (maximum tide range). Oceanography53(4)4134-1445 at

http://aslo.org/lo/toc/vol_53/issue_4/
1434.pdf

City of Mill Valley Homestead Transportation The 2008 plan is an update to the 2003 Mill Valley Bicycle and | http://www.cityofmillvalley.org/Modul
Bicycle and Pedestrian | Valley Pedestrian Transportation Plan Update and builds upon and es/ShowDocument.aspx?documenti
Transportation Plan furthers the goals and projects originally developed in the 1982 |d=3320
Update Plan which was updated in 2003 to include a pedestrian

component. Bicycling and walking contribute to both a healthy

personal lifestyle and the health of the entire City through

lessened traffic congestion, reduced vehicle exhaust

emissions, decreased noise levels, and a reduction in land

dedicated towards automobile parking. These modes also

present residents with the opportunity to more easily socialize

in public spaces.
Wetland and Creek Muir Beach Ecological Project aims to restore a functional, self-sustaining ecosystem | http://parkplanning.nps.gov/documen
Restoration at Big restoration at Big Lagoon. The project includes wetland, riparian and t.cfm?parkiD=303&projectld=12126&
Lagoon aquatic components to re-create habitat for sustainable documentlD=21520

populations of special status species, including habitat for coho

salmon and steelhead trout as well as California red-legged

frog, to reduce flooding, and to improve visitor experience.

Project is located at Muir Beach and includes 38 coastal acres

including the small intermittent tidal lagoon at the beach.
Marine Mammal Marin Facilities Recent improvements to the Marine Mammal Center located NPS 2004;
Center Site and Headlands improvements just northeast of Fort Cronkhite in the Forts Baker, Barry, http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
Facilities Cronkhite Historic District have resulted in minor cumulative mmc.htm
Improvements adverse effects to cultural resources, none of which has

significantly affected the integrity of the district.
Marin Headlands and | Marin Land use plan, This project focuses on providing greater access to and within | http://www.nps.gov/goga/parknews/
Fort Baker Headlands improved visitor the Marin Headlands and Fort Baker for a variety of users in a | mahe_transportation.htm

Transportation
Infrastructure and
Management Plan

experience

way that minimizes impacts to the rich natural diversity and
cultural resources of the Marin Headlands and Fort Baker.
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Accessibility Upgrades | Marin Accessibility site | Kirby Cove, located in the Marin Headlands, provides five https://pepc.nps.gov/projectHome.cf
to Kirby Cove Headlands improvements campsites and a day use picnic area, as well as a historic m?projectld=44924
Campground, Marin Artillery Battery Kirby. The project will redesign entry gates,
Headlands campsites, picnic areas, paths, parking, grills, fire pits, tables,
and other amenities so that they are accessible. Project design
will be done in keeping with the historic landscape and cultural
resources.
Golden Gate Bridge Fort Baker Mitigation Planned restoration of mission blue butterfly habitat as
Seismic Retrofit mitigation for the Golden Gate Bridge seismic retrofit work at
Fort Baker.
Sausalito-Marin City Fort Baker Sewage spill About 40,000 gallons of diluted raw sewage spilled into http://www.contracostatimes.com/ne
Sanitation District Richardson Bay north of Fort Baker on about January 19, 2010. | ws/ci_14227944?nclick_check=1
Sewage Spill The spill is being investigated by the state Water Quality
Control Board.
Alcatraz Ferry Fort Baker, Study and The project will evaluate long-term embarkation site from the http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectH
Embarkation Project Fort Mason management plan | San Francisco waterfront to Alcatraz, as well as ferry service ome.cfm?projectld=41352
from the San Francisco embarkation site to existing piers at
Sausalito and/or Fort Baker.
Extension of Historic | Fort Mason Transportation The proposed historic streetcar extension would continue the http://www.historicstreetcarextension
Streetcar Service F-line three blocks west to San Francisco Maritime National .org/
Historic Parkway and then on through the Fort Mason Tunnel to
the Fort Mason Center at GGNRA.
South Access to the Crissy Field Transportation Doyle Drive, also known as Route 101, is located within the http://www.presidioparkway.org/proje
Golden Gate Bridge - project Presidio, and it provides access to cultural and natural features |ct_docs/
Doyle Drive Final EIS within GGNRA. The Federal Highway Administration, the
California Department of Transportation, and the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority (the Authority) proposed to
improve seismic, structural, and traffic safety along Doyle
Drive.
Presidio Trails and Presidio Trails and Project provides the public with an interconnected, safe, and http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
Bikeways Master Plan bikeways enjoyable trails and bikeways system, while protecting and prsf_trails-bikes_masterplan.htm
managing the Presidio's natural and cultural resources (NPS
2010i).

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS




Appendices

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source

Vegetation Presidio Habitat restoration | The NPS partnered with the Presidio Trust and the Golden NPS and Trust 2001;
Management Plan for Gate National Parks Association and prepared a vegetation http://www.presidiotrust.gov/archive/
the Presidio of San management plan to ensure that the Presidio’s landscape and |documents/Veg_Mngmnt_Plan_Sum
Francisco native habitats survive. The plan included a variety of .html

restoration activities throughout the Presidio and recommended

that changes be made gradually over the next several decades

so that visual impacts of rehabilitation can be minimized as

much as possible.
Presidio Trust Presidio Planning The PTMP includes the preservation of the Presidio’s cultural, | http://www.presidio.gov/about/Pages
Management Plan (Area B) document natural, scenic, and recreational resources. The PTMP focuses |/Presidio-Trust-Management-
(PTMP) on the long-term preservation of the park, including replacing Plan.aspx

pavement with green space, improving and enlarging the park’s

trail system, restoring stream corridors and natural habitats,

and reusing historic structures.
Presidio Main Post Presidio Planning This update to the PTMP defines projects designed interpret http://www.presidio.gov/explore/Pag
Update (Area B) document the Presidio’s history, including a new Archaeology Center. The | es/main-post.aspx

Update includes more building space for public uses than

identified in the PTMP. The update also includes the

employment of green practices in historic building and

landscape rehabilitation efforts and in ongoing maintenance.
Quartermaster Reach | Presidio Wetland The project includes “daylighting” about 850 feet of stream http://www.presidio.gov/about/Pages
Project (Area B) restoration and currently in a subsurface culvert that discharges to Crissy /quartermaster-reach-planning.aspx

creation Marsh. The project will provide an ecological corridor and

pedestrian trail through Quartermaster Reach that will connect

a recently restored 450-foot stretch of stream and native habitat

to the south (known as Thompson Reach) to Crissy Field Tidal

Marsh.
Main Parade Ground |Presidio Facilities The project consists of the rehabilitating the red brick buildings, | Main Parade Ground Rehabilitation
Rehabilitation Project | (Area B) improvements which includes paving, grading, relocating utilities, and Presidio of San Francisco (Presidio

addressing drainage necessary for a relocated parking lot and | Trust 2010)

a new lawn area.
Fort Point Retrofits Fort Point Facilities Fort Point as well as many areas within the park is undergoing | http://www.nps.gov/goga/planyourvis

retrofits to improve accessibility.

it/fort-point-accessibility-public-
comment.htm and
http://www.nps.gov/fopo/fags.htm

Baker Beach Landfill
Remediation

Baker Beach

Remediation/resto
ration

Between August and November of 2007, 73,000 tons of debris
were unearthed by spider excavators and conveyed 250 feet
along treacherous slopes to the top of the cliffs. The Coastal
Trail was also scheduled for restoration.

http://www.presidio.gov/nature/clean
up/projects.htm and
http://www.nps.gov/goga/parknews/2
009-1117.htm
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
San Francisco Veteran | Fort Miley Long-term A comprehensive plan to guide e future physical development | http://www.sanfrancisco.va.gov/docs/
Affairs Long Range management plan | of the San Francisco Veterans Affairs Medical Campus at Fort | SFVAMC_LRDP.pdf
Development Plan Miley. The center provides medical services for military
veterans.
Construction of San Fort Miley Facilities Construction of a new 7,600 square-foot building at the medical | http://www.sfpar.org/site/2009/05/ind
Francisco Veterans construction center. ex.html

Medical Center
Research Facility

Ocean Beach Master
Plan

Ocean Beach

Land use plan

This plan presents recommendations for the management and
protection of GGNRA lands, as well as City of San Francisco
lands, in the corridor that stretches from Lands End to Lake
Merced, and from the ocean to the lower Great Highway.
These 3.5 miles of beach and rugged coastline include a
national park, a popular urban open space, and is the site of a
major infrastructure complex, and a beloved San Francisco
landscape.

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectH
ome.cfm?parkiD=303&projectiD=40
927

Construction of Fort
Funston Restroom and
Maintenance Facilities

Fort Funston

Facilities

The NPS is planning to construct a new restroom facility at Fort
Funston. A 540 ft? building would be constructed to provide
flush toilets near the northeast corner of the parking lot. The
chemical toilets located at the northwest end of the main
parking lot would be removed. The new restroom building will
be Americans with Disabilities Act accessible and an
accessible path will be created to connect to the parking lot and
the Sunset Trail.

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectH
ome.cfm?parkld=303&projectld=152
01

Mori Point Restoration
and Trail Plan

Mori Point, San
Mateo County

Trail restoration

Project includes protecting and enhancing habitat for the SF
garter snake and California red-legged frog at Mori Point;
preserving and restoring habitat at Mori Point by reducing
threats to native plant communities and natural processes; and
developing a safe and sustainable trail system to improve
recreational experiences and reduce impacts to park
resources.

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
planning.htm

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS




Appendices

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Sharp Park Safety Sharp Park, Infrastructure Sharp Park is a 417-acre multiple use facility owned and San Francisco Planning Department:
Infrastructure Pacifica improvements and | maintained SFRPD in Pacifica, CA. The park includes a Notification of Project Receiving
Improvement and habitat wetland complex that is important habitat for the endangered Environmental Review
Habitat Enhancement enhancement and fully protected San Francisco garter snake and the
Project California red-legged frog. This proposed project consists of
improvements at two locations: the existing Horse Stable Pond
pumphouse structure to enhance maintenance access and
safety; the Laguna.Salada/Horse Stable Pond wetland complex
to restore habitat in specific locations for protected species and
remove impediments to water flow.
Pedro Point Pedro Point Restoration The Pedro Point Headland Stewardship Project has four http://www.ccsf.edu/Departments/Bio
Headlands Headlands primary goals: (1) maintain and improve the ecological status of | logy/Center_for_Habitat_Restoration
Stewardship Project Pedro Point Headlands during this interim management stage; |/pedropointinternships.html and
(2) create a safe and enjoyable environment for interim http://coastsider.com/index.php/site/
recreational use of the property; (3) build a successful news/join_the_pedro_point_headlan
volunteer-based stewardship program with the local community | ds_stewardship_teams_saturday/
that will be focused on a partnership with a local neighborhood
organization, the Pedro Point Community Association; and (4)
protect endangered/native species and educate Pedro Point
Community Association / other volunteers on these projects.
Under this work, the Pacifica Land Trust has removed invasive
species, planted native species, maintained and improved
trails, blocked motorcycle access, and monitored water flow at
the site.
Devil's Slide Tunnels | Pedro Point, Highway repair Two inland tunnels will bypass Devil's Slide, in order to provide | http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/dslide/
Project Pacifica a safe, dependable highway between Pacifica and Montara.
Long-Term Park-Wide Projects
GGNRA General Parkwide Planning The GGNRA General Management Plan will provide for
Management Plan document resource protection within the park.
GGNRA Habitat Parkwide Natural plant Park Resource Stewardship Programs including volunteer N/A
Restoration Programs community programs of the NPS, Golden Gate National Parks
restoration; Conservancy, and Presidio Trust.
invasive species
removal
GGNRA Maintenance |Parkwide Various The maintenance division conducts many ongoing operations | N/A

Operations

maintenance
activities and
projects

throughout GGNRA that may create cumulative impacts with
other activities. Maintenance projects may include but are not
limited to road, trail and stormwater system maintenance.
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Trails Forever Parkwide Trail construction, | The Trails Forever initiative renovates and expands park trails | http://www.parksconservancy.org/our
Program restoration, and as necessary to build upon the existing trail system while _work/trails/index.asp
rehabilitation protecting natural resources. Program assists in making
GGNRA more welcoming and sustainable, and inspires
stewardship. The initiative is sponsored by the Parks
Conservancy, the NPS, and the Presidio Trust. The program
has included invasive species removal, installation of kiosk and
trail signs, restoration/enhancement of trailside habitat, creation
of educational programs and scenic overlooks, completion of
new trails, and repair/improve existing trails.
NPS Inventory and Parkwide Inventory and The Inventory and Monitoring Program collects, organizes, and | http://science.nature.nps.gov/im/inde
Monitoring Program monitoring makes available natural resource data and contributes to the x.cfm
service's institutional knowledge by facilitating the
transformation of data into information through analysis,
synthesis, and modeling; includes an Early Detection of
Invasive Plants Program.
Recovery Plans for Parkwide Recovery plan The general objectives of recovery plans include to protect, USFWS documents
Listed Plant and maintain, and enhance existing populations of the listed
Wildlife Species species, including San Bruno elfin, mission blue butterfly,
northern spotted owl, western snowy plover, San Francisco
garter snake, California red-legged frog, etc.
The San Francisco Parkwide Habitat This program restores and enhances remnant natural areas http://sfnap.org/
Natural Areas restoration, and develops and supports community-based stewardship of
Program education project |these areas
Wildland-Urban Parkwide Fire protection The Wildland-Urban Interface Initiative was authorized by http://www.nps.gov/pore/parkmgmt/fi
Interface Initiative Congress in 2001 in conjunction with the National Fire Plan. It | remanagement_wui.htm
provides funding to reduce hazardous fuels on federal lands
and assist communities with wildland fire protection (NPS
2010j).
Endangered Species | Parkwide Educational Annual educational project comprised of several non-profit http://www.nps.gov/goga/big_year.ht
Big Year project organizations to benefit of the endangered and threatened m

species found within GGNRA. Completed in 2008, this project
provided long-term recovery assistance through conservation
recovery actions to prevent listed species from going extinct.

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source

GGNRA Long Range | Parkwide Transportation GGNRA has initiated work on a long-range transportation plan | Plan scheduled for completion in
Transportation Plan for the park that is consistent with U.S. Department of 2008.
Update Transportation planning practices for states and metropolitan

planning organizations. The process developed at GGNRA will

be a model for future transportation planning efforts at park

units throughout the NPS. GGNRA is developing the long-

range transportation plan concurrently with an update to the

1980 GGNRA General Management Plan to better understand

baseline transportation conditions and to inform the new

general management plan’s vision for transportation.
Ocean Park Parkwide Ecological Developed by NPS to increase the emphasis on restoring and | http://www.nature.nps.gov/water/Ho
Stewardship Action restoration conserving park marine and estuarine resources. mepage/Ocean_Park_Stewardship.c
Plan fm
Pacific Ocean Parks Parkwide Management and | Focuses on management and conservation of marine http://www.nature.nps.gov/water/Mar
Strategic Plan conservation resources and restoration of impacted resources. ine/Pacific_Ocean_Parks_Strategic_

Plan_April-2008.pdf

Golden Gate Park Parkwide Park management | Focuses on maintenance of park assets; informed the http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/
Asset Management development of alternatives in the general management plan. | upload/goga2008_annual_rpt.pdf
Plan
Association of Bay Parkwide Trail plan Focuses on the development of a regional hiking and bicycling | http://baytrail.abag.ca.gov/baytrailpla
Area Governments: trail around the perimeter of San Francisco and San Pablo n.html
Bay Trail Plan Bays and creating connections to existing park and recreation

facilities in an environmentally sensitive manner.
California Department | Parkwide Recreation Provides guidance to all recreation providers, including federal | http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/795/fi
of Parks and parks, that provide outdoor recreational lands, facilities, and les/2009-2014%20corp.pdf
Recreation: California services in California.
Outdoor Recreation
Plan
Coastal Conservancy: |Parkwide Trail completion The project is to create network of public trails along the http://scc.ca.gov/2010/01/07/the-
California Coastal Trail California coast for walkers, bikers, equestrians, wheelchair california-coastal-trail/

riders, and others.
Golden Lands, Golden | Parkwide Land preservation | This initiative provides a statement of regional principles to http://www.greenbelt.org/downloads/

Opportunity:
Preserving vital Bay
Area lands for all
Californians

ensure a healthy future for vital Bay Area lands and residents
and identifies unprotected landscapes with significant value to
the Bay Area and California.

resources/report_GoldenLands.pdf
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects

Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Sea Level Rise
Interpretive Exhibit

Crissy Field

Climate change

The sea level at Crissy Field has risen by 0.2 meters over the
past 100 years, and predictions indicate that it will rise 0.5 to
1.6 meters more by 2100. These changes pose risks to coastal
lowlands, beaches, and coastal bluffs. By 2100, the volume
and effects of each annual flood may be the equivalent of
today’s 100-year flood.

http://www.nps.gov/goga/naturescien
ce/upload/Crissy_SRL_Panel.pdf

Future Projects

San Mateo Equestrian
Plan

San Mateo
County

Land use plan

This management plan will propose options for the future use
of four San Mateo County stables located on GGNRA land and
will address site and facility needs, improvements, and
protection of important resources at and surrounding the sites.
The plan will also identify and enhance the public outreach and
equestrian programs, identify best management practices and
sustainable programs, increase protection of natural resources,
and preserve the cultural resources that surround the stables.
Plan has been submitted for funding but no funding source is
currently available.

Southern Marin
Equestrian Plan

Marin
Headlands

Land use plan

This management plan will propose options for the future use
of three Marin County stables located on GGNRA land and will
address site and facility needs, improvements, and protection
of important resources at and surrounding the sites. The plan
will also identify and enhance the public outreach and
equestrian programs, identify best management practices and
sustainable programs, increase protection of natural resources,
and preserve the cultural resources that surround the stables.

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/

planning.htm

Trails Forever -
Southern Marin
Headlands project

Marin
Headlands

Trail rehabilitation,
replanting native
vegetation

The southern Marin Headlands project initiated in the
summer/fall of 2007 focused on enhancing the Coastal Trail
corridor in the southern Marin Headlands and included removal
of selected non-native trees that compromise the health of
habitat used by the mission blue butterfly.

http://www.parksconservancy.org/as
sets/pdf/southern-marin-headlands-

update.pdf

Battery Cavallo
Preservation and
Interpretation Plan

Fort Baker

Preservation plan

In a future planning effort with separate environmental analysis,
the NPS would develop a detailed multidisciplinary plan for the
preservation and interpretation of Battery Cavallo, integrating
requirements for historic preservation, natural resource
protection, visitor use, and interpretation. Project is mitigation
for the Fort Baker Plan and EIS.

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Trails Forever — Lands | Lands End Trail rehabilitation, | Recent work at Lands End included a new promenade and http://www.parksconservancy.org/our
End replanting native | overlook, improvements to the Coastal Trail, and a _work/trails/index.asp
vegetation revitalization of the surrounding forest. Future work includes

resurfacing and stabilizing additional segments of the trail,
rehabilitation of damaged social trails, improving visitor
amenities, and engaging the community in park stewardship.

Pedro Point Trails Pedro Point Trails plan This plan includes planning, preliminary design, and

Plan compliance for the California Coastal Trail through Pedro Point
Headlands. This will include construction of the multi-use trail
and way-finding, connection to an existing parking facility at the
south end of Pedro Point, and connection to the trail network
throughout the Pedro Point Headlands. Project to be initiated
after Pedro Point is transferred to the NPS. Plan has been
submitted for funding in the annual funding call.

Rancho Corral de Rancho Corral | Trails plan This plan will layout and define single-use and multi-use trails,
Tierra Trails Plan de Tierra access to regional trails, access to key points and views,
trailhead locations, dog and horse access, and other needed
elements found through the assessment of existing trails. This
plan will also provide protection of natural resources, access to
park, and concession or leased operations. The plan has been
submitted for funding in the annual funding call.

Regional Projects

EIS Related to Regionwide Conservation plan | The USFWS will gather information necessary to prepare an http://www.fws.gov/policy/library/200
Experimental Removal EIS for barred owl removal experiments designed to determine | 9/E9-29447.html

of Barred Owils for the if the species' presence is affecting northern spotted owl

Conservation Benefit population stability and growth, and to test the feasibility of

of Threatened removing barred owls from specific locations.

Northern Spotted Owl

Gulf of the Farallones | Regionwide Climate change To synthesize climate change impacts that will affect the local | http://sanctuaries.noaa.gov/science/c
and Cordell Bank marine region and guide future policy development and ondition/cbnms/responses.html
National Marine management actions.

Sanctuaries: joint
Climate Change Site
Scenario
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Appendix K: Past, Present, and Future Projects and Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Marin Countywide Regionwide Land use plan Land use on the portions of Marin County that are not owned
Plan by NPS is guided by the county’s general plan, the Marin
Countywide Plan (adopted 2007) and specifically addresses
land use issues. Relevant goals of the plan include a preserved
and restored natural environment, including the Marin
watersheds, natural habitats, wildlife corridors, and open space
that will be protected, restored, and enhanced as part of this
plan.
Marin County Regionwide Transportation The plan is the framework for the development of the bicycle http://www.walkbikemarin.org/resour
Unincorporated Area and pedestrian network in the unincorporated areas of the ce_library_policies.php
Bicycle and Pedestrian county.
Plan
San Francisco Public | Regionwide Watershed plan The plan provides a comprehensive set of goals, policies, and | http://sfwater.org/mto_main.cfm/MC_
Utilities Commission: management actions which integrate all watershed resources. |ID/20/MSC_ID/177/MTO_ID/349
Peninsula Watershed
Management Plan
Regional Bicycle Plan | Regionwide Transportation A component of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s | http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyc
for the San Francisco effort to promote bicycling and bicycle safety. lespedestrians/MTC_Regional_Bicyc
Bay Area: 2009 le_Plan_Update_FINAL.pdf
Update
San Francisco Regionwide Management plan | The plan is a strategic and long-term document that serves as | http://www.sf-
General Plan a basis for decisions that affect land use, circulation, housing, | planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.
conservation, open space, noise, and safety. htm
San Mateo County Regionwide Transportation The plan addresses safety, access, quality of life, and the http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/documen
Comprehensive effective implementation of bikeways. ts/archive/San%20Mate0%20County
Bicycle Route Plan %20Comprehensive%20Bicycle%20
Route%20Plan%202000.pdf
San Mateo County Regionwide Trail plan Provides a plan for providing linkages to other trails and trail http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/portal/
Trails Master Plan systems, adding additional trail routes or modifying existing site/parks
routes, and trail policies and management.
San Mateo Regionwide Transportation Serves as a plan for all modes of transportation, advocates http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/planni
Countywide policy, strives for synergy among the parts of the transportation | ng/pdf/ctp-exec_summary.pdf
Transportation Plan system, seeks optimal system development, and provides a
2010 means for coordinated decision-making.
Abbotts Lagoon Area | Point Reyes Dune restoration | Project will restore approximately 300 acres of coastal dune http://www.nps.gov/pore/parkmgmt/p
Dune Restoration Plan | National habitat south of Abbotts Lagoon to benefit listed species such |lanning_dunerestoration.htm
Seashore as the Western Snowy Plover; invasive species will be

removed (NPS 2010k).

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Plans and Projects Location Type of Project Purposes of the Project Source
Bolinas Lagoon Bolinas Ecosystem Preservation and restoration of the lagoon, including restoring | http://farallones.noaa.gov/eco/bolina
Ecosystem Lagoon, Marin | restoration function to the tidal estuary, which will benefit listed species s/bolinas.htmi
Restoration Project County such as the western snowy plover and California brown
pelican.
Tennessee Valley / Tennessee Transportation The goals of this San Francisco Bay Conservation and http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/meetings/co
Manzanita Connector |Valley, Marin Development Commission Project are to upgrade the existing | mmission/2010/01-07_2-09.pdf
Trail Project Headlands path to meet current American Disabilities Act accessibility and
design standards for a multi-use pathway, and to encourage
area residents to use the trail as an alternative to vehicular
travel to reach key destinations such as shopping and transit
facilities.
FIRESafe Marin Homestead Fire protection The objective of Alta Fire Road Fuel Reduction, funded in fiscal | http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/fi
Projects - Marin City | Valley, Alta year 2002, was to improve firefighting effectiveness along the | re_marinproj_marin.htm
Avenue Fire Alta ridgeline by removing fire-prone exotic vegetation and
Road, improving emergency access along Alta Fire Road. Marin City
Oakwood borders immediately along GGNRA. More than 200 homes
Valley benefitted directly from the project and an estimated 300
additional homes see increased protection indirectly.
Headlands Institute Marin Environmental The Headlands Institute, an environmental education park
Project Headlands education partner with the GGNRA is proposing to build upon its

educational programs by enhancing its Fort Cronkhite campus.
The renovated campus will be a teaching model of stewardship
and sustainable living with state-of-art learning facilities to
match and make the most of the unique resources of the Marin
Headlands.

Ocean Beach Erosion
Control Project

Ocean Beach

Erosion control

This project is developing long-term solutions to beach and
bluff erosion problems at Ocean Beach along the Great
Highway consistent with the enhancement of natural
processes.

www.sfgov.org

Lake Merced
Watershed Plan

Near Fort
Funston

Watershed plan

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission is currently
developing a Lake Merced Watershed Plan that seeks to
provide a comprehensive set of strategies to sustain the health
of the Lake Merced watershed while providing recreational and
educational opportunities. The resource management portion of
the plan focuses on flora and fauna preservation restoration,
enhancement of the watershed’s natural areas, habitat values,
and ecological function should benefit the bank swallow, which
forages at Lake Merced.

http://sfwater.org/mto_main.cfm/MC_
ID/20/MSC_ID/179/MTO_ID/672
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Plans and Projects Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Vista Grande Drainage | Fort Funston
Basin Alternatives

Analysis

Watershed plan

The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to develop and
evaluate alternatives that will reduce or eliminate flooding,
reduce erosion along Lake Merced, and provide other potential
benefits such as habitat enhancement and lake level
augmentation.

The Vista Grande portion of Daly City’s stormwater collection
system drains the northwestern area of Daly City and an
unincorporated portion of San Mateo County. This underground
collection system routes storm flows northwest to Vista Grande
canal and tunnel for discharge to an outfall structure at the
beach below Fort Funston.

http://www.ci.daly-
city.ca.us/city_services/depts/public_
works/pwnet/vistagrande_alts.html

Sharp Park Golf Sharp Park, Site restoration The Sharp Park Golf Course, located in Pacifica in San Mateo | http://www.sfgov.org/site/recpark_ind
Course Restoration San Mateo plan County (adjacent to Mori Point) supports California red-legged |ex.asp?id=113359
County near frogs, which breed in a pond on the course as well as San http://sfrecpark.org/SNRAMP.aspx
Milagra Ridge, Francisco garter snakes. The Endangered Species Compliance ]
Mori Point, Plan for Sharp Park Golf Course will direct park operations and hitp://sf- )
Sweeney maintenance activities during the period before implementation recpark.org/_ftp/uploadedflle_s/wcm_re
Ridge/Cattle of a comprehensive site restoration plan, which is intended to cpark/Planning/FinalCompliancePlan
Hill, and enhance habitat quality within the park for both the frog and the 121809.pa)
Rancho Corral snake. Additionally, mitigation plans that are part of the Sharp
de Tierra Park restoration under the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan include creating, restoring, and enhancing
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake
habitat at the Laguna Salada wetland complex in the marsh
area and associated uplands.
Calera Parkway Mori Point, Highway widening | Improve traffic operations, decrease traffic congestion and http://www.smcta.com/Projects/Curre
Sweeney delay, and improve peak-period travel time. nt_Projects/Route_1_Calera_Parkwa
Ridge The project proposes to widen State Route 1 from four lanes to | Y-html

six lanes (three through-lanes in each travel direction) in the
City of Pacifica, County of San Mateo, California. The portion of
State Route 1 proposed for widening extends from
approximately 1,500 feet south of Fassler Avenue/Rockaway
Beach Avenue to approximately 2,300 feet north of Reina Del
Mar Avenue, a distance of 1.3 miles. The project includes
improvements to the two intersections within the proposed
project limits.

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Plans and Projects

Location

Type of Project

Purposes of the Project

Source

Highway 1 Safety and
Mobility Study

Pedro Point,
Rancho Corral
de Tierra

Transportation /
highway
improvement

San Mateo County and the Local Government Commission are
conducting a participatory planning effort to improve Highway 1
safety and mobility between Half Moon Bay Airport and Devil's
Slide. The highway passes sensitive coastline, communities
with periods of high pedestrian and bicycle activity, and carries
significant commuter and large tourist traffic volumes. With
input from residents and stakeholders, a plan will be developed
that responds to community needs.

County of San Mateo Planning and
Building Department

http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/portal/
site/planning/menuitem.2ca7e1985b

6c8f5565d293e5d17332a0/?vgnexto
id=c16e7c06c7abe210VgnVCM1000
001937230aRCRD&vgnextchannel=

a29e7c06c7abe210VgnVCM100000

1937230aRCRD&applnstanceName

=default

Midcoast Local
Coastal Program

San Mateo
County,
Pacifica, near
Rancho Corral
de Tierra

Coastal Planning /
Land Use

Commitment: Redesign urban environment to increase vitality
and reduce congestion. Preserve and provide access to natural
environment.

Goals: Land use decisions consider transportation,
infrastructure demand and environmental impacts. The
boundary between open space and development is fixed to
protect the quality of the natural environment.

http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/portal/
site/planning/menuitem.2ca7e1985b
6c8f5565d293e5d17332a0/?vgnexto
id=2c056327a3a51210vVgnVCM1000
001d37230aRCRD&cpsextcurrchann
el=1
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APPENDIX L: AGENCY CONSULTATION

Letter on PEPC from Presidio Trust Asking to be Cooperator

Status: Reviewed Park Correspondence Log:
Date Sent: Date Received: 07/28/2005
Number of Signatures: 1 Form Letter: No

Contains Request(s): No Type: Letter

Notes:

Correspondence Text
Dear Superintendent O'Neill:

By publication in the Federal Register of June 28, 2005, the Department of the Interior (DOI)
gave public notice of its intention to establish the Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for
Dog Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area (the Committee). The purpose of
the Committee is to negotiate and develop a special regulation (proposed rule) for dog
management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Within the public notice, the
DOl proposed 25 committee members including a representative from the Presidio Trust (Trust).

The Presidio Trust is a wholly-owned United States government corporation, chartered by
Congress in the Presidio Trust Act, 16 U.S.C. Section 460bb appendix (enacted as P.L.104-333).
The Trust has administrative jurisdiction over Area B of the Presidic of San Francisco within the
GGNRA. While appreciative of the DOI's offer to include the Trust on the Committee, by this letter
the Trust respectiully withdraws from consideration as a member. However, the Trust does wish
to participate in the concurrent NEPA process for dog management in GGNRA referred to at
page 37109 of the public notice. Accordingly, we request to be involved as a cooperating agency
under the National Environmental Policy Act and specifically 40 C.F.R. Section 1501 .6 for the
reasons set forth below.

Area A of the Presidio, which is under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service (NPS), is
immediately adjacent to Area B. In light of this fact, the outcome of the NPS dog management
rulemaking process has the potential for spillover impacts in Area B and, as noted in the GGNRA
Deog Management Plan Draft Internal Scoping Report without citing Area B by name, "the
potential to impact or influence policy at other regional parks—municipal, state, and federal." For
these reasons the Presidic Trust intends to moniter closely the rulemaking process and will give
future consideration to the Trust's regulation regarding pet management once the GGNRA
rulemaking process is concluded.

Finally, for the record we note that the DOI public notice proposed the Presidic Trust as a
committee member that would represent "the interests of local government." As a United States
government agency, the Trust is charged with representing national interests, and any future
reference to interests represented by the Trust should clearly so state. The Trust looks forward
to working with you in the NEPA process for dog management. If there are further questions, |
may be reached at 415 561 5419. Thank you very much.

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS
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Letter from the State of California Parks and Recreation

Jvl-31-06 04:30pm  From-PUBLIC SAFETY SECTION 8166537866 T-876 P.02/07 F-G4)

State of Califomia = The Resources Agency ) Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governar
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION » P.O. Box 942896 » Sacraments, CA 94206-0001 " Ruth Coleman, Director

* (316) 6530398

July 31, 2006

hr. Brian O'Neill, General Superintendeant
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, California 94123

Dear Mr. O'Neill:

Your letter of invitation to Director Ruth Coleman regarding the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area (GGNRA) Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft EIS) has been referred to me for response, Thank you for requesting
our participation in the August 1 interagency meeting and planning process for this
project. The California Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks)
welcomes the opportunity to provide comments ahead of the interagency meeting. Our
understanding is that this meeting is for the National Park Service (NPS), as lead
agency, to solicit input in the planning process for project purpose, need, objectives, the
concurrent negotiating rulemaking process, and the schedule for Draft EIS preparation.
The main purpose of the Dog Management Plan/Draft EIS is to determine where, and to
what extent, leashed dog walking and unleashed walking under voice control will be
permitted.

California State Parks is a state agency with [urisdiction and managament of the State
Park System as defined by Califarnia Public Resources Code (PRC) §5001 through
5001.5 and §5019.50. We are, therefore, responsible for the resources that may be:
affected by the Dog Management Plan/Draft EIS as those resources exist within units of
the State Park System.

The mission of California State Parks is to provide for the health, inspiration, and
education of the people of Califomia by helping preserve the state’s extraordinary
biodiversity, protecting its most vaiued natural and cultural resources, and creating
opportunities for high quality outdoor recreation. The 1.4 million-acre California State
Park System for which we are responsible is currently made up of 278 classified units
and major unclassified properties, Unit classifications, in addition to State Parks,
include State Recreation Areas, State Beaches, State Historic Parks, State Vehicular
Recreation Areas, State Reserves, Natural Preserves, Cultural Preserves, and State
Wilderness. The management approach for any particular unit is based on the unit
classification statutes as specified in PRC §5019.50 through 5019.74 and specific
direction provided in each unit's general plan. The statutes set farth the primary
purpose of each classified unit, identify in general what types of facilities and uses may
be permitted, and provide direction on how unit resources shall be managed.
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By nature of their shared boarders or close proximity with GGNRA, we have identified
that resources, recreation uses, and park operations have the potential to be impacted
in the following units. We request that NPS consider the management approach and
operation requirements for these units, their resource values, and their recreational
uses in development of the Dog Management Plan/Draft EIS:

» Mount Tamalpais State Park
* Samuel P, Taylor State Park
= Tomales Bay State Park

* Thornton State Beach

The information on the website does not clearly siate that Samuel P. Taylor State Park
and Tomales Bay State Park are decidedly outside of the project boundary. The map
provided on the website simply states that GGNRA narthern lands are managed by the

. Point Reyes National Seashore. We raquest that the website and Dog Management
Plan/Draft EIS clearly show and state whether federal land adjacent to these two park
units will be considered for study,

California State Parks recognizes the need of dogs and their owners to recreate
together in safe, accessible, and aesthetic locations. Dog walking promotes exercise
for both dogs and their owners, as well as pst socialization and owner interaction. Qur
concems are that leashed and unleashed dog use should not contribute to natural or
cultural resources damage, displace existing recreational activities, becormne a nuisance,
or threaten pubic safety, especially in the vicinity of State Park System units. Nor
should dog use affect units in a manner that conflicts with park classification, general
plans, or other land-use planning documents. More detailed information about these
cancerns is provided in this letter.

UNIT CLASSIFICATI D PLANNING DOCUMENTS

As described above, State Park System (SPS) units and subunits are managed
according to their classification. The California PRC determines the general types of
uses that may occur within each unit depending on its classification. 8PS units are
operated according to their individual general planning documents (PCR §5002.2). A
general plan is a formal land-use planning document that provides broad policy and
programmatic guidance regarding the development and management of an individual
unit of the State Park System, including natural, cultural, scenic, aesthetic, and
recreation values. The guidance from these planning documents is essential to
California State Parks’ managers and staff, and is of valua to those organizations and
individuals who have a substantial interest in the State Park System and its individual
units. We request that direct, indirect, and cumuiative impacts to SPS unit long-range
planning, management, and development be considered by NPS. The Dog
Management Plar/Draft EIS should aiso include analysis of any confiicts and proposed
resolutions to impacts related to California State Parks planning documents.
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PARK OPERATIONS

Direct Control of Dogs

In park areas that California State Parks allows dogs, the dogs must be under direct
control of the visitor and cannot pose a threat to the public or park resources. California
State Parks considers dirsct control o mean that a dog must be on a leash no longer
than six feet (California Code of Regulations §4312). From an anecdotal point of view,
many dog owners believe they have voice control over dogs when, in fact, they do not.
A very small percentage of well-trained dog handlers with well-trained dogs are in fact
able to maintain control without a leash. Therefore, California State Parks requests that
NPS consider alternatives that reduce dog walking adjacent to State Park System units
or minimize impacts by requiring dogs to be on-leash.

Potential Conflicts In Rec ion

Dogs are known to chase horses and bicyclists particularly if a horseback rider or
bicyalist is attempting to escape from a dog. Acting defensively, horses alse may injure
or kill dogs and put horseback riders and other visitors in danger. For example,
panicked horses may throw their riders in an attempt to defend themselves or escape.

Califomnia State Parks, along with all other land management agencies that offer
racreational sites, must comply with the American Disabilities Act (ADA). The ADA
allows persons with disabilities to bring service dogs into areas where dogs may not
otherwise be parmitted. Califomia State Parks provides guidance to departmental
employees regarding ADA access with dogs, which is modeled upon that of NPS.

Dogs as a Nuisance or T Visitors

in certain cases, park visitors have expressed that they are intimated by large
unleashed dogs on trails. This has been a common complaint in urban units like
Topanga State Park. Although dogs are not permitted on trails in this and most other
State Park System units, dog owners have been known to frequently bring unieashed
dogs onto trails. As a result, hikers without dogs often have been surprised and
frightened by large dogs running up to them. In parks with beaches, dogs running
unleashed across the sand have run up on park visitors. On occasion visitors,
particularly small children, have been knocked down. These persons are frequently
frightened and/or injured by this type of event. In some cases, dogs may bite persons
while playing, or attempting to play, with children or other persons not associated with a
specific dog. Dogs will also protect other dogs and persons with whom they have
regular interaction and property in a territorial response. On occasion a dog may
perceive danger to its human handlers or property in its domain and react aggressively
in an inappropriate manner.
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In addition, State Park rangers have responded to dogfights that have resulted in injury
to dogs. Dogfights have been known to occur when two groups of hikers or beach
users with dogs off-leash encounter each other on trails or beaches. Lastly, dogs have
also have besn known to urinate an beach visitors’ beach equipment such as towels,
toys, chairs, and ice chests and to defecate near persons using a beach area. This and
other canine behaviors mentianed above have compromised the recreation experience
of park visitors.

California State Parks works to provide safe, clean beaches for its visitors year-round.
Anather health and safety issue is the potential effect that large amounts of dog feces
may have on the bacterial load in runoff and in nearby water sources. While there is no
clear evidence that dog feces are the main causative agent for water quality
degradation near Califomia beaches, locally high concentrations of dog feces most
certainly contributes to water quality issue in certain areas.

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

California State Parks strives to manage natural resources within its park units by,
where possible, restoring and maintaining natural ecosystem processes. Domestic
dogs are not native, but still exhibit predatory behavior reminiscent of their ancestors
ineluding sighting, vecalizing, tracking, and chasing of prey. Just by their very
presence, dogs, even when leashed, lock and smell like predators due to their similar
appearance and behavior to wild canids. In addition, dogs often occur in higher density
and frequency in parks than actual wild predators in natural settings. To this regard, the
presence of leashed or unleashed dogs in, or adjacent to, units of the State Park
System are likely to cause disturbance to wildlife and their habitat (Department
Operations Manual §0311.5.7.1).

Specific Impacts to Wildlife and Ve ion

Domestic dogs have been known to pursue wildlife, resulting in their harassment, injury,
or death (Department Operations Manual §0311.5.7.4). Dags pose a threat to any wild
species that spends at least some time on the ground, as well as to natural vegetation
and wildlife habitat. Some spacific ways that domestic dogs may impact wildlife and
vegetation are as follows:

« Wild animals even if not being chased, may act threatened and remain
vigilant; thus the very presence or scent of a dog, whether leashed or
unieashed, has the potential to deter wild animals frem their normal day-te-
day activities such as foraging, resting, mating, and caring for young.

« When unleashed, dogs pursue, harass, and sometimes capture wild animals,
thereby disrupting natural behaviors and processes. Not only will capture
likely result in injury or death, but the chase may separate young from their
parents and damage habitat, burrows, and nesting areas.
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« Natural, wild predator—prey relationships may be disrupted by the presence of
dogs that are in ar adjacent to the natural environment,

« Natural vegetation comprises much of the habitat used by wildlife in park
units. While chasing wildlife or simply playing together off-leash, doge have
" the potential to damage natural vegetation used by wildlife for faraging, cover,
burrowing, and nesting. in addition, special-status plant species, wetlands,
and other sensitive vegetation may be impacted by these disturbances.

We are particularly concemed about potential impacts fo ground-nesting species, such
as the federally threatened Western snowy plover. A nesting plover may be chased, or
simply ftightened fo such an extent in the presence of a dog on the beach, that it
accidentally damages its eggs or abandons its nest and chicks. In order io protect the
Western snowy plover and its habitat on beaches of the State Park System, as well as
to fulfili its legal obligation under the Federal Endangered Species Act, California State
Parks currently implements an extensive protection, manitoring, and reporting program.
We ara concerned that overflow use or intrusion of dogs from GGNRA property onto
beaches of or adjacent to State Park System units may jeopardize protective measures
that we have employed. We request that NPS consider potential overflow use and
intrusion in its planning efforts.

Domestic dogs may carry and transmit disease and parasites to native canids, such as
coyotes and foxes, during direct contact or contact with dog feces. In turn, domestic
dogs may also contract disease and parasites from wild animals and through contact
with their feces. In addition, locally concentrated areas of dog use may increase the
likelihoad or severity of water quality issues in those areas due to fecal run-off into
nearby waterways and beaches. California State Parks requests that Dog Management
Plan/Draft EIS provide a detailed plan on how NPS will prevent, manage, and mitigate
the potential for disease transmission from domestic dogs to wildlife, as well as timely
removal of locally concentrated waste in and in the vicinity of GGNRA properties.

CULTU RESOURCE MANAGEM

Dogs, especially when unleashed, playing, running, or digging have the potential to
disturb, degrade, or damage archasological sites, buried archaeological remains,
historic structures or featuras, or sacred sites of significance to California State Parks
and to the history of the State of California. We urge protection of archaeological and
historical resources within, adjacent to, and in the vicinity of, State Park System units
that may be pertinent to interpretation of cultural resource values. Protactions, such as
avoidance and minimization measures should be addressed in the Dog Management
Plan/Draft EIS. If any new dog facilities will be constructed, we urge NPS to perform
research and surveys prior to site-specific studies, and commit that any new facilities
will be designed and constructed ta avoid archaeclogical remains to the greatest extent
practicable. If unavoidable, an apprapriate recovery plan should be considered and if
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remalns are found during construction, work should be stopped for recordation,
determinations, and development of a protection plan. In addition, all historical
resources should be mapped, recorded, and evaluated to determine eligibility for
placement on the National Register of Historic Places. Projects should be designed to
avaid significant impacts to potentially eligible historic resources.

As the Dog Management Plan/Draft EIS procesd through the environmental review
process, we anticipate that we will be able to further identify Issues and possibly bring
others to your attention. If any of our current comments need clarification or further
axplanation, please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 653-0398 or

rsede@parks.ca.qov,

Sincerely,

cc: Resources Agency
Richard Rayburmn, Natural Resources Division

HW:RS:lI:GENRA Dog Mng
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Letter from the National Park Service to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fore Mason, San Francisca, California 94123

IN REPLY REFER TO:

N16 (GOGA-SUPT)

OCT 20 2006

Ryan Olah

Chief, Coast Bay Delta Branch
Endangered Species Division

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825-1846

Dear Mr. Olah:

We appreciate the participation of your biologist, Kim Squires, at our August 1, 2006
agency scoping meeting for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) Dog
Manangement Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). It was especially helpful for
our planning team to be able to meet with Kim in the aftenoon following the scoping
meeting to begin the informal consultation process for this project, which is proceeding
concurrently with a negotiated rulemaking process for dog management. The negotiated
rulemaking committee will work to develop consensus recommendations to the park
about where it may be appropriate to allow dogwalking in GGNRA managed lands. The
park intends to integrate the recommendations of the committee’s efforts into one or
more alternatives for analysis in the EIS.

In this letter we are following up on Kim’s suggestion that we continue the informal
consultation process by enclosing for your review both 1) information on threatened and
endangered species occurrence in the project area that we have gathered from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service website and from park data (highlighted species are those that
would be the focus of our analysis); and 2) the parameters the park has developed to date
for which park areas could be considered by the negotiated rulemaking for which types of
dog activity. Additional information about the project can also be found by navigating to
http://parkplanning nps.gov/goga and selecting the project titled “EIS/Dog Management
Plan for GGNRA.” Project area maps can be accessed directly at the following website:
http://parkplanning nps.gov/document.cfim?parkID=303&projectld=12791 &documentlD
=15330

In addition to those species highlighted in the enclosed county lists, we intend to also
evaluate the impacts of dog management alternatives on the federally endangered
California seablite (Suaeda californica) and Ohlone tiger beetle (Cicindela ohlone). The
California seablite has been reintroduced to the marsh at Crissy Field that is managed by
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GGNRA, and park staff believe that GGNRA sites in San Mateo County may support the
Ohlone tiger beetle or suitable habitat.

As the NEPA and the negotiated rulemaking processes develop preliminary alternatives
for dog management in different areas of the park we hope through informal consultation
to work with the FWS to determine if adverse effects to listed species are present and to
work together to avoid or minimize those effects. Please let us know who on your staff
will be our contact for consultation on the dog management plan. The primary park
contact for consultation will be Bill Merkle (415) 331-2894. However, in his absence
during the month of QOctober, please contact Daphne Hatch (415) 331-0744..

Sincerely,
Brian O’ Neill
General Superingéndent

Enclosures
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Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in
or may be Affected by Projects in the Counties and/or

U.S.G.S5. 7 1/2 Minute Quads you requested
Document Number: 061012050111
Database Last Updated: October 3, 2006

Species of Concern - The Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office no longer maintains a list of species of
concern. However, various other agencies and organizations maintain lists of at-risk species. These lists
provide essential information for land management planning and conservation efforts. See
www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp _concern.htm for more information and links to these sensitive species

lists.

Red-Legged Frog Critical Habitat - The Service has designated final critical habitat for the California
red-legged frog. The designation became final on May 15, 2006. See our map index.

No quad species lists requested.

County Lists

Marin County

Listed Species
Invertebrates

Haliotes sorenseni

white abalone (E) (NMFS)

Icaricia icarioides missionensis
mission blue butterfly (E)

Incisalia mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly (E)

Speyeria zerene myrtileae
Myrtle's silverspot butterfly (E)

Syncaris pacifica
California freshwater shrimp (E)

Fish
Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby (E)

Oncorhynchus kisutch
coho salmon - central CA coast (E) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, coho salmon - central CA coast (X) (NMFS)

Oncorh iss

Central California Coastal steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central California coastal steelhead (X) {NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley steelhead (X) (NMFS)

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon (X) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander, central population (T)

Rana aurora draytonii
California red-legged frog (T)
Critical habitat, California red-legged frog (X)

Reptiles

Caretta caretta
loggerhead turtle (T) (NMFS)

Chelonia mydas (incl, agassizi)
green turtle (T) (NMFS)

Dermochelys coriacea
leatherback turtle (E) (NMFS)

Lepidochelys olivacea )
olive (=Pacific) ridiey sea turtle (T) (NMFS)

Birds

Brachyramphus marmoratus
Critical habitat, marbled murrelet (X) marbled murrelet (T)

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

Critical habitat, western snowy plover (X)
western snowy plover (T)

Diomedea albatrus
short-tailed albatross (E)

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle (T)

Pelecanus occidentalis californicus
California brown pelican (E)

Rallus longirostris obsoletus
California clapper rall (E)

Sternula antillarum (=Sterna, =albifrons) browni
California least tern (E)

Strix occidentali: urina
northern spotted owl (T)

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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Mammals

Arctocephalus townsendi
Guadalupe fur seal {T) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera borealis
sei whale (E) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera musculus
biue whale (E) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera physalus
finback (=fin) whale (E) (NMFS)

Eubalaena glacialis .
right whale (E) (NMFS)

Eumetopias jubatus
Critical Habitat, Steller (=northern) sea-lion (X) (NMFS)
Steller (=northern) sea-lion (T) (NMFS)

Megaptera novaeangliae
humpback whale (E) (NMFS)

Physeter catodon (=macrocephalus)
sperm whale (E) (NMFS)

Reithrodontomys raviventris
salt marsh harvest mouse (E)

Plants

Alopecurus aegualis var. sonomensis
Sonoma alopecurus (E)

Calochortus tiburonensis
Tiburon maripaosa lily (T)

Castilleja affinis ssp. neglecta
Tiburon paintbrush (E)

Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
robust spineflower (E)

Chorizanthe valida
Sonoma spineflower (E)

Delphinium bakeri

Baker's larkspur (E)
Critical habitat, Baker's larkspur (X)

Delphinium luteum
Critical habitat, yellow larkspur (X) yellow larkspur (E)

Hesperolinon congestum
Marin dwarf-flax (=western flax) (T)

Layia carnosa
beach layia (E)
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Lupinus tidestromii
clover lupine [Tidestrom's lupine] (E)

Streptanthus niger
Tiburon jewelflower (E)

Trifolium amoenum
showy Indian clover (E)

Candidate Species
Invertebrates

Haliotes cracherodii
black abalone (C) (NMFS)

Fish
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon (C) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook (C) (NMFS)

San Francisco County
Listed Species
Invertebrates

Haliotes sorenseni
white abalone (E) (NMFS)

Icaricia icarioides missionensis
mission blue butterfly (E)

Incisalia mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly (E)

Fish
Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby (E)

Oncorhynchus kisutch
coho salmon - central CA coast (E) (NMFS)

Oncorhynchus mykiss

Central California Coastal steelhead (T) (NMFS)

Critical habitat, Central California coastal steelhead (X) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley steelhead (X) {NMFS)

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon (X) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians

Rana aurora draytonii
Califernia red-legged frog (T)
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Reptiles
Caretta caretta
loggerhead turtle (T) (NMFS)

Chelonia mydas (incl. agassizi)
green turtle (T) (NMFS)

Dermochelys coriacea
leatherback turtle (E) (NMFS)

Lepidochelys olivacea
olive (=Pacific) ridley sea turtle (T) (NMFS)

Birds

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover (T)

Diomedea albatrus
short-tailed albatross (E)

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle (T)

Pelecanus occidentalis californicus
California brown pelican (E)

Rallus longirostris obsoletus
California clapper rail (E)

Mammals

Arctocephalus townsendi
Guadalupe fur seal (T) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera borealis
sei whale (E) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera musculus
blue whale (E) (NMFS)
Balaenoptera physalus

finback (=fin) whale (E) (NMFS)

Eubalaena glacialis
right whale (E) (NMFS)

Eumetopias jubatus
Critical Habitat, Steller (=northern) sea-lion (X) (NMFS) Steller (=northern) sea-lion (T) (NMFS)

Megaptera novaeangliae
humpback whale (E) (NMFS)

Physeter catodon (=macrocephalus)
sperm whale (E) {(NMFS)

Reithrodontomys raviventris
salt marsh harvest mouse (E)
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Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. ravenii
Presidio (=Raven's) manzanita (E)

Clarkia franciscana
Presidio clarkia (E)

Hesperolinon congestum
Marin dwarf-flax (=western flax) (T)

Lessingia germanorum
San Francisco lessingia (E)

Candidate Species
Invertebrates

Haliotes cracherodii
black abalone (C) (NMFS)

San Mateo County
Listed Species
Invertebrates

Euphydryas editha bayensis
bay checkerspot butterfly (T)

Critical habitat, bay checkerspot butterfly (X)

Haliotes sorenseni
white abalone (E} (NMFS)

Icaricia icarioides missionensis
mission blue butterfly (E)

Incisalia mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly (E)

Speyeria callippe callippe
callippe silverspot butterfly (E)

Speyeria zerene myrtleae
Myrtie's silverspot butterfly (E)

Fish
Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby (E)

Oncorhynchus kisutch

coho salmon - central CA coast (E) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, coho salmon - central CA coast (X) (NMFS)

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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Oncorhynchus mykiss
Central California Coastal steelhead (T) (NMFS)

Critical habitat, Central California coastal steelhead (X) (NMFS)

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmen (T) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook saimon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians

Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander, central population (T)

Rana aurora draytonil
California red-legged frog (T)
Critical habitat, California red-legged frog (X)

Reptiles

Caretta caretta
loggerhead turtle (T) (NMFS)

Chelonia mydas (incl. agassizi)
green turtle (T) (NMFS)

Dermochelys coriacea
leatherback turtle (E) (NMFS)

Lepidochelys olivacea
olive (=Pacific) ridley sea turtle (T} (NMFS)

Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia
San Francisco garter snake (E)

Birds

Brachyramphus marmoratus
Critical habitat, marbled murrelet (X) marbled murrelet (T)

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

Critical habitat, western snowy plover (X)
western snowy plover (T)

Diomedea albatrus
short-tailed albatross (E)

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle (T)

Pelecanus occidentalis californicus
California brown pelican (E)

Rallus longirostris obsoletus
California clapper rail (E)

Sternula antillarum (=Sterna, =albifrons) browni
California least tern (E)

http://www fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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Mammals

Arctocephalus townsendi
Guadalupe fur seal (T) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera borealis
sei whale (E) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera musculus
blue whale (E) (NMFS)

Balaenoptera physalus
finback (=fin) whale (E) (NMFS)

Enhydra lutris nereis
southern sea otter (T)

Eubalaena giacialis
right whale (E) (NMFS)

Eumetopias jubatus -
Steller (=northern) sea-lion (T) (NMFS)

Megaptera novaeangliae
humpback whale (E) (NMFS})

Physeter catodon (=macrocephalus)
sperm whale (E) (NMFS)

Reithrodontomys raviventris
salt marsh harvest mouse (E)

Plants
Acanthomintha duttonii
San Mateo thornmint (E)

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale
fountain thistle (E)

Cupressus abramsiana
Santa Cruz cypress (E)

Eriophyllum latilobum
San Mateo woolly sunflower (E)

Hesperolinon congestum
Marin dwarf-flax (=western flax) (T)

Lessingia germanorum
San Francisco lessingia (E)

Pentachaeta bellidiflora
white-rayed pentachaeta (E)
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Potentilla hickmanii
Hickman's potentilla (=cinquefaoil) (E)

Candidate Species
Invertebrates

Haliotes cracherodii
black abalone (C) (NMFS)

Fish
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon (C) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook (C) (NMFS)

Key:
(E) Endangered - Listed as being in danger of extinction.

(T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.

(P) Proposed - Officially proposed in the Federal Register for listing as endangered or
threatened.
(NMFS) Spectes under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
Fisheries Service. Consult with them directly about these species.
Critical Habitat - Area essential to the conservation of a species.
(PX) Proposed Critical Habitat - The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed
for it.

(C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species.
(V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently in effect. Being reviewed by the Service.
(X) Critical Habitat designated for this species

Important Information About Your Species List

How We Make Species Lists

We store information about endangered and threatened species lists by U.5. Geolagical Survey 72 minute
quads. The United States is divided into these quads, which are about the size of San Francisco.

The animals on your species list are ones that occur within, or may be affected

by projects within, the quads covered by the list. z Fish and other aquatic species

appear on your list if they are in the same watershed as your quad or if water use

in your quad might affect them.

z Amphibians will be on the list for a quad or county if pesticides applied in that area may be carried to
their habitat by air currents.

z Birds are shown regardless of whether they are resident or migratory. Relevant birds on the county list
should be considered regardiess of whether they appear on a quad list.

Plants

Any plants on your list are ones that have actually been observed in the area covered by the list. Plants may
exist in an area without ever having been detected there. You can find out what's in the nine surrounding quads
through the California Native Plant Soclety's online Inventoery of Rare and Endangered Plants.

Surveying

Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist or botanist, familiar
with the habitat requirements of the species on your list, should determine whether they or habitats suitable for
them may be affected by your project. We recommend that your surveys includ any proposed and candidate
species on your list.
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For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reportina Botanical Inventories, The

results of your surveys should be published in any environmental documents prepa for your project.

Your-Responsibilities Under the Endangered Species Act

All animals identified as listed above are fully protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, amended,
Section 9 of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of a federally listed wildlife species. Take
is defined by the Act as "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, tra capture, or collect" any such
animal.

Take may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures

wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or shelter

(50 CFR. §17.3).

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by on of
two procedures:

Z If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that m resuit in
take, then that agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service,

During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together to avoid or
minimize the impact on listed species and their habitat, Such consultation would resu in a biological
opinion by the Service addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed proposed species. The
opinion may authorize a limited level of incidental take.

z If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as part of the
project, then you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The Service may issue such a
permit if you submit a satisfactory conservation plan for the species that would be affected by your
project.

Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and a likely to
be affected by the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the California Department of
Fish and Game to develop a plan that minimizes the project’s direct a indirect Impacts to listed species
and compensates for project-related loss of habitat. You shou include the plan in any environmental
documents you file.

Critical Habitat

When a species is listed as endangered or threatened, areas of habitat considered essential to its conservation
may be designated as critical habitat. These areas may require special management considerations or
protection. They provide needed space for growth and normal behavior; food, wat air, light, other nutritional or
physiological requirements; cover or shelter; and sites for breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring,
germination or seed dispersal.

Although critical habitat may be designated on private or State lands, activities on these lands are n restricted
unless there is Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to listed wildlife.

If any species has proposed or designated critical habitat within a quad, there will be a separate line for this on
the species list. Boundary descriptions of the critical habitat may be found in the Federal Register. The
information is also reprinted in the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See o critical habitat paqge for
maps. '

Candidate Species

We recommend that you address impacts to candidate species. We put plants and animals on our candidate list
when we have enough scientific information to eventually propose them for listing as threatened or
endangered. By considering these species early in your planning process you may be able to avoid the problems
that could develop i one of these candidates was listed before the end o your project.

Wetlands

If your project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other Jjurisdictional waters as defined by section 404 of
the Clean Water Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, you will need to obtain a permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Impacts to wetland habitats require site specific mitigation and monitoring. For
questions regarding wetlands, please contact Mark Littlefield this office at {916) 414-6580.

Updates
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Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you address proposed
and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem. However, we recommend that you
get an updated list every 90 days. That would be January 10, 2007.
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Marin Municipal Water District Agency Scoping Response

Marin Municipal wWater District Agency Scoping response

From: shirwin_smith@nps.gov

sent: Friday, october 03, 2008 2:11 PMm

To: Boltz, Suzanne; Layfield, Tracy

subject: Marin Municipal water District Agency Scoping response

"Casey May"

<cmay@marinwater. To:
<Sh1irwin_Smith@nps.gov>

org> cc:

Subject: Re: Agency Scoping

Mtg 8/1

08/07/2006 11:20

AM MST
shirwin:

As we discussed last week, I would like to have the text revised in the
Deliberative Draft regarding Adjacent Land Use specifically related to MMwD
land, that was distributed at tﬂe meeting on 8/1/06. On page 3, in reference
to vMwD land use, the text beginning witﬁ the first sentence should read: This
district owns and manages about 20,000 acres of watershed land open sunrise to
sunset for passive recreation, including access to seven reservoirs and 134
miles of roads and designated hiking trails. At this time the district has no
plans to acquire additional lands to enlarge its system...

As I mentioned to you last week, it was a pleasure getting together with you
and all the other agency representatives attending the scoping meeting.
Brian's presentation regarding the historical perspective of the Negotiated
Rule Making process and how it applies to GGNRA's Dog Management Plan was very
informative. The effort you, Chris Powell and the consultants put into
preparing for the meeting was quite evident.

Good luck with the entire process.
Regards
Casey

Casey May

superintendent of watershed Resources
Marin Municipal water District

sky Oaks watershed Headquarters

P.0. Box 865

Fairfax, CA 94978

(415) 945-1179

cmay@marinwater.org

Page 1
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Letter from Marin County Parks and Open Space Commission to Golden Gate National
Recreation Area

B. on. S
'

C. P

2. Btk

August 10, 2006

Superintendent Brian O’Neill ¢
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, Ca 94123

Attn: Dog Management Plan/EIS
Dear Superintendent O’Neill:

| have two suggestions regarding the possible decision to allow dogs within the
boundary of the GGNRA: DON'T DO IT.

If the final decision does allow dogs within the GGNRA, | strongly advise you to
restrict the dogs to LEASH ONLY — NO EXCEPTIONS.

| have been a member of the Marin County Parks and Open Space Commission for
almost ten years. Approximately five years ago, due to the out off control
situation with dogs off leash in the County’s open space lands, the commission
was forced to review and write new policy in order confront the growing problem.

During the commission’s public hearings several dog owners and professional
dog walkers demonstrated a complete lack of objectivity and were shockingly
rude and insulting to anyone who dared express opposition to allowing dogs to
run free in our “protected “ open space. The entitled attitude of the dog
owner/guardian was a real eye opener for many of us who were seeking a fair
resolution to the dog problem.

You will discover that there is no middle ground with many dog owners. They will
simply ignore any rules that may be imposed on the dog’s ability to demonstrate
its “dogness.”

There are dozens of dog parks located throughout the Bay Area. More are being
constructed. These parks fill the obvious need for dogs to exercise and interact
with other dogs. Our national parks and recreation areas are no place for free
roaming dogs. The impacts to the natural ecosystems are obvious and well
documented.

Please do not be intimidated or dissuaded from resolutely protecting the natural
resources found within the GGNRA. In other words: Hang Tough.

Sincerely 2
"HKE Dratii
Rick Fraites, Chair
Marin County Parks and Open Space Commission*
50 Forrest Road

Novato, Ca 94947
415-717-4350

ricfraites@aol.com *identification purposes only
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Letter from the National Park Service to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

I REPLY REFER TO,

L76 (GOGA-NRM)

DEC 15 2010

Jan Knight, Section 7 Coordinator
United Stated Fish and Wildlife Service
Sacramento Office,

2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825

Re: Section 7 Consultation for the Draft Dog Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement, Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Dear Ms. Knight:

The National Park Service (NPS) has developed a dog management plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (plan/EIS) for Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). The purpose of this
letter is to acquaint you with the proposed plan/EIS and to request concurrence with our analysis
of potential impacts on rare, threatened and endangered species that may be affected by the
proposed action. The dog management alternatives addressed in this plan/EIS include 21
locations within GGNRA (see attached Figure 1). The selection of sites addressed in this plan/EIS
was determined by NPS managers, and was based on information from historical and current dog
management in GGNRA, including the 1979 Pet Policy; NPS law, policy, and regulations; park
resources; and the Federal Panel Recommendations to the General Superintendent. GGNRA
encompasses approximately 80,500 acres in San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo counties. This
plan/EIS will only address lands directly managed by GGNRA and certain additional lands that
will be directly managed by the park in the near future. The plan/EIS also provides a framework
and criteria for the treatment of future new lands as they are acquired.

The purpose of the plan/EIS is to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and
extent of dog use in appropriate areas of the park. This plan/EIS would promote the following
objectives:

Preserve and protect natural and cultural resources and natural processes

Provide a variety of visitor experiences

Improve visitor and employee safety

Reduce user conflicts

Maintain park resources and values for future generations

A plan/EIS is needed because GGNRA resources and values, as defined by the park’s enabling
legislation and the NPS Organic Act, could be compromised to the extent that, without action,
those resources and values in some areas of the park might not be available for enjoyment by
future generations. Additionally, a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations
and increased public expectations for use of the park for dog recreation have resulted in
controversy, litigation, and compromised visitor and employee safety, affecting visitor experience
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and resulting in resource degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a
comprehensive plan/EIS.

The internal scoping process yielded the following specific natural resource objectives for this
planning process:

s Protect native wildlife and their habitat (including sensitive species and their habitat, and
federally or state listed, unique, or rare species) from detrimental effects of dog use,
including harassment or disturbance by dogs.

* Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use.

e Preserve opportunities for future natural resource restoration and enhancement.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Volume 1 provides “for the proper use, management,
government, and protection of persons, property, and natural and cultural resources within areas
under the jurisdiction of the NPS.” Several components of this regulation are relevant to the
protection of natural resources and are listed in the table below.

Protected Natural Resources Regulation
Vegetation Damage 36 CFR 2.1 (a) (1) (ii)
Wildlife Disturbance 36 CFR 2.2(a)(2)

Disturbance to T&E Species ?g CFR 2.2 (2) (2), 50 CFR Part

Violation of Areas Closed to All (T/E and Sensitive
Habitat)

Pet Excrement 36 CFR 2.15 (a) (5)

36 CFR 1.5 (f)

Habitat used by federally threatened or endangered species may be vulnerable to impacts from
intensive use of public areas by humans and dogs. GGNRA contains more federally protected
endangered and threatened species than any other unit of the national park system in continental
North America. There are over 80 rare or special-status wildlife species currently identified as
permanent or seasonal residents of the park or dependent on park lands and waters for migration.
Although habitats at GGNRA support many species with special status, only those species
potentially affected by this plan/EIS are discussed in this document. Of the 80 listed wildlife
species, 12 are state and/or federally listed and have a detailed impacts analysis in this plan/EIS.
A list of the twelve species is attached to this letter.

In our preparation of the plan/EIS, we have analyzed the potential impacts of six alternatives
including a No Action and a Preferred Alternative on listed aquatic and marine species occurring
and potentially present within the 21 sites and new lands of GGNRA selected for dog
management. Because the draft plan/EIS is a very large document we have attached excerpted
applicable sections of the draft plan/EIS to assist with your review. These sections provide a

L-24 Golden Gate National Recreation Area



Appendix L: Agency Consultation

description of the preferred alternative and impact analysis for rare, threatened and endangered
species and any designated critical habitat that are present or may potentially be present.

NPS recognizes that the public may not comply with the preferred alternative as described. To
ensure resources, visitors and park staff are protected and that compliance with the CFR
applicable to dog management is high, NPS has included a compliance-based management plan.
If non-compliance occurs at a site, compliance-based management plan would be implemented to
increase compliance with the new dog management regulations. Noncompliance would include
dog walking within restricted areas, dog walking under voice and sight control in designated on-
leash dog walking areas, and dog walking under voice and sight control outside of established
ROLAs. When noncompliance is observed in an area, park staff would focus on enforcing the
regulations, educating dog walkers, and establishing buffer zones, time and use restrictions, and
SUP restrictions. If noncompliance continues and falls below 75 percent compliance in a
management zone (measured as the percentage of total dogs / dog walkers observed during the
previous 12 months not in compliance with the regulations), the area’s management would be
changed to the next more restrictive level of dog management. Impacts from noncompliance
could reach short-term adverse, but the compliance-based strategy is designed to return impacts to
a level that assumes compliance, as described in the overall impacts analysis, or provide
beneficial impacts where dog walking is reduced or eliminated.

We have concluded that the preferred alternative for the selected 21 sites of GGNRA is "not
likely to adversely affect” the species listed on the accompanying table. Therefore, we do not
believe that formal consultation is required. Please tell us in writing within 60 days from the date
of receipt, or no later than February 21, 2011, if you do or do not concur with our assessment.

If, based on comments received during public review of the DEIS, NPS determines that the
preferred alternative should be altered or amended in any way, NPS will submit a revised analysis
with a new recommendation based on the new preferred alternative and associated impacts.

Should you need to informally discuss concerns before making your determination, please contact
Daphne Hatch, Chief of Natural Resources and Management, at 415 331-0744.

Sincerely,

General Superintendent

Enclosures
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FEDERALLY AND STATE-LISTED SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THIS PLAN/EIS

Appendix L: Agency Consultation

Federal
Group Scientific Name Common Name Status® State Status® GGNRA Location
Invertebrate Callophrys mossil San Bruno elfin butterfly FE — Milagra Ridge
bayensis
Marin Headlands
S Trails, Oakwood
Invertebrate Icaricia |car_|0|des SsP- Mission blue butterfly FE — Valley, Milagra
missionensis ;
Ridge, Sweeney
Ridge, Fort Baker
. . - Marin Headlands
Fish Eucyclogobius newberryi | Tidewater goby FE, CH — (Rodeo Lagoon)
. . Coho salmon—central Muir Beach
Fish Oncorhynchus kisutch California coast FE, CH SE (Redwood Creek)
. . Steelhead—central Muir Beach
Fish Oncorhynchus mykiss California coast FT, CH - (Redwood Creek)
Marin Headlands
(Tennessee Valley
Pond), Muir Beach
- . I ) . (lagoon), Rodeo
Amphibian | Rana aurora draytonii California red-legged frog FT, CH Beach (lagoon and
lake), Mori Point,
Milagra Ridge,
Sweeney Ridge
L Mori Point, Milagra
Reptile Thamnophls sirtalis San Francisco garter snake FE SE Ridge, Sweeney
tetrataenia . )
Ridge, Pedro Point
. Charadrius alexandrinus b Crissy Field,
Bird RIVOSUS Western snowy plover FT, CH — Ocean Beach
Bird Riparia riparia Bank swallow — ST Fort Funston
Bird Strix occidentalis caurina | Northern spotted owl FT — Homestead Valley,
Oakwood Valley
Mammal | Arctocephalus townsendi | Guadalupe fur seal FT ST All beach areas
Mammal | Eumetopias jubatus Steller sea lion FT, CH® — All beach areas
Arctostaphylos hookeri Presidio (Raven’s)
Plant ssp. ravenii Manzanita FE SE Baker Beach
. Marin dwarf-flax (Marin
Plant Hesperolinon congestum western flax) FT ST Baker Beach
o . L Fort Funston,
Plant Lessingia germanorum San Francisco lessingia FE SE Baker Beach
Plant Suaeda californica California seablite FE — Crissy Field
. . - Hickman'’s potentilla Mori Point, Pedro
Plant Potentilla hickmanii (Hickman’s cinquefoil) FE SE Point

%FE = federally endangered, FT = federally threatened, CH = critical habitat, SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened,
SR = state rare.

® Critical habitat has been designated for this species, but it does not occur in GGNRA.

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS

L-27




Appendices

Letter from the National Park Service to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

IN REFLY REFER TO

L76 (GOGA-NRM)

DEC 15 2010

Mr. Dan Butler

NOAA - Fisheries

Southwest Region,

501 W. Ocean Blvd., Suite 4200
Long Beach, California 90802

Re: Section 7 Consultation for the Draft Dog Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement, Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Dear Mr. Butler:

The National Park Service (NPS) has developed a dog management plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (plan/EIS) for Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). The purpose of this
letter is to acquaint you with the proposed plan/EIS and to request concurrence with our analysis
of potential impacts on rare, threatened and endangered species that may be affected by the
proposed action. The dog management alternatives addressed in this plan/EIS include 21
locations within GGNRA (see attached Figure 1). The selection of sites addressed in this plan/EIS
was determined by NPS managers, and was based on information from historical and current dog
management in GGNRA, including the 1979 Pet Policy; NPS law, policy, and regulations; park
resources; and the Federal Panel Recommendations to the General Superintendent. GGNRA
encompasses approximately 80,500 acres in San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo counties. This
plan/EIS will only address lands directly managed by GGNRA and certain additional lands that
will be directly managed by the park in the near future. The plan/EIS also provides a framework
and criteria for the treatment of future new lands as they are acquired.

The purpose of the plan/EIS is to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and
extent of dog use in appropriate areas of the park. This plan/EIS would promote the following
objectives:

e  Preserve and protect natural and cultural resources and natural processes

e Provide a variety of visitor experiences

* Improve visitor and employee safety

s Reduce user conflicts

e Maintain park resources and values for future generations

A plan/EIS is needed because GGNRA resources and values, as defined by the park’s enabling
legislation and the NPS Organic Act, could be compromised to the extent that, without action,
those resources and values in some areas of the park might not be available for enjoyment by
future generations. Additionally, a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations
and increased public expectations for use of the park for dog recreation have resulted in
controversy, litigation, and compromised visitor and employee safety, affecting visitor experience
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and resulting in resource degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a
comprehensive plan/EIS.

The internal scoping process yielded the following specific natural resource objectives for this
planning process:

e Protect native wildlife and their habitat (including sensitive species and their habitat, and
federally or state listed, unique, or rare species) from detrimental effects of dog use,
including harassment or disturbance by dogs.

e  Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use.

s Preserve opportunities for future natural resource restoration and enhancement,

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Volume 1 provides “for the proper use, management,
government, and protection of persons, property, and natural and cultural resources within areas
-under the jurisdiction of the NPS.” Several components of this regulation are relevant to the
protection of natural resources and are listed in the table below,

Protected Natural Resources Regulation
Vegetation Damage 36 CFR 2.1 (a) (1) (ii)
Wildlife Disturbance 36 CFR 2.2(a)(2)

Disturbance to T&E Species ‘?g CFR 2.2 (2) (2), 50 CFR Part

Violation of Areas Closed to All (T/E and Sensitive
Habitat)

Pet Excrement 36 CFR 2.15 (a) (5)

36 CFR 1.5 (f)

Habitat used by federally threatened or endangered species may be vulnerable to impacts from
intensive use of public areas by humans and dogs. GGNRA contains more federally protected
endangered and threatened species than any other unit of the national park system in continental
North America. There are over 80 rare or special-status wildlife species currently identified as
permanent or seasonal residents of the park or dependent on park lands and waters for migration.
Although habitats at GGNRA support many species with special status, only those species
potentially affected by this plan/EIS are discussed in this document. Of the 80 listed wildlife
species, 12 are state and/or federally listed and have a detailed impacts analysis in this plan/EIS.

Freshwater, brackish-water, and marine environments in GGNRA are habitat for the two listed
salmonids, coho salmon (federally endangered and state endangered) and steelhead trout
(federally threatened). As previously noted, salmonids are visual feeders, and extended periods
of high turbidity following dog play in tidal areas or creeks can result in reduced foraging time or
success for these species. No areas designated as essential fish habitat will be affected.
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In our preparation of the plan/EIS, we have analyzed the potential impacts of six alternatives
including a No Action and a Preferred Alternative on listed aquatic and marine species occurring
and potentially present within the 21 sites and new lands of GGNRA selected for dog
management. Because the draft plan/EIS is a very large document we have attached excerpted
applicable sections of the draft plan/EIS to assist with your review. These sections provide a
description of the preferred alternative and the impact analysis for rare, threatened and
endangered species and any designated critical habitat that are present or may potentially be
present.

NPS recognizes that the public may not comply with the preferred alternative as described. To
ensure resources, visitors and park staff are protected and that compliance with the CFR
applicable to dog management is high, NPS has included a compliance-based management plan.
If non-compliance occurs at a site, compliance-based management plan would be implemented to
increase compliance with the new dog management regulations. Noncompliance would include
dog walking within restricted areas, dog walking under voice and sight control in designated on-
leash dog walking areas, and dog walking under voice and sight control outside of established
ROLAs. When noncompliance is observed in an area, park staff would focus on enforcing the
regulations, educating dog walkers, and establishing buffer zones, time and use restrictions, and
SUP restrictions. If noncompliance continues and falls below 75 percent compliance in a
management zone (measured as the percentage of total dogs / dog walkers observed during the
previous 12 months not in compliance with the regulations), the area’s management would be
changed to the next more restrictive level of dog management. Impacts from noncompliance
could reach short-term adverse, but the compliance-based strategy is designed to return impacts to
a level that assumes compliance, as described in the overall impacts analysis, or provide
beneficial impacts where dog walking is reduced or eliminated.

We have concluded that the preferred alternative for the selected 21 sites of GGNRA is "not
likely to adversely affect” the coho salmon or steelhead trout. Therefore, we do not believe that
formal consultation is required. Please tell us in writing within 60 days from the date of receipt,
or no later than February 21, 2011, if you do or do not concur with our assessment.

If, based on comments received during public review of the DEIS, NPS determines that the
preferred alternative should be altered or amended in any way, NPS will submit a revised analysis
with a new recommendation based on the new preferred alternative and associated impacts.

Should you need to informally discuss concerns before making your determination, please contact
Daphne Hatch, Chief of Natural Resources and Management, at 415 331-0744.

Sincerely,

éj@«% P
rank Dean

General Superintendent

Enclosures
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Letter from the National Park Service to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Golden Gare National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L76 (GOGA-NRM)

DEC 15 2010

Ms. Nan Reck

NOAA - Fisheries

777 Sonoma Ave., Suite 325,
Santa Rosa, California 95404

Re: Section 7 Consultation for the Draft Dog Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement, Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Dear Ms. Reck:

The National Park Service (NPS) has developed a dog management plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (plan/EIS) for Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). The purpose of this
letter is to acquaint you with the proposed plan/EIS and to request concurrence with our analysis
of potential impacts on rare, threatened and endangered species that may be affected by the
proposed action. The dog management alternatives addressed in this plan/EIS include 21
locations within GGNRA (see attached Figure 1). The selection of sites addressed in this plan/EIS
was determined by NPS managers, and was based on information from historical and current dog
management in GGNRA, including the 1979 Pet Policy; NPS law, policy, and regulations; park
resources; and the Federal Panel Recommendations to the General Superintendent. GGNRA
encompasses approximately 80,500 acres in San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo counties. This
plan/EIS will only address lands directly managed by GGNRA and certain additional lands that
will be directly managed by the park in the near future. The plan/EIS also provides a framework
and criteria for the treatment of future new lands as they are acquired.

The purpose of the plan/EIS is to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and
extent of dog use in appropriate areas of the park. This plan/EIS would promote the following
objectives:
®  Preserve and protect natural and cultural resources and natural processes
Provide a variety of visitor experiences
Improve visitor and employee safety
Reduce user conflicts
Maintain park resources and values for future generations

A pla/EIS is needed because GGNRA resources and values, as defined by the park’s enabling
legislation and the NPS Organic Act, could be compromised to the extent that, without action,
those resources and values in some areas of the park might not be available for enjoyment by
future generations. Additionally, a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations
and increased public expectations for use of the park for dog recreation have resulted in
controversy, litigation, and compromised visitor and employee safety, affecting visitor experience
and resulting in resource degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a
comprehensive plan/EIS.
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The internal scoping process yielded the following specific natural resource objectives for this
planning process:
¢ Protect native wildlife and their habitat (including sensitive species and their habitat, and
federally or state listed, unique, or rare species) from detrimental effects of dog use,
including harassment or disturbance by dogs.
e Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use.
*  Preserve opportunities for future natural resource restoration and enhancement.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Volume 1 provides “for the proper use, management,
government, and protection of persons, property, and natural and cultural resources within areas
under the jurisdiction of the NPS.” Several components of this regulation are relevant to the
protection of natural resources and are listed in the table below.

Protected Natural Resources Regulation

Vegetation Damage 36 CFR 2.1 (a) (1) (ii)

Wildlife Disturbance 36 CFR 2.2(a)(2)

Disturbance to T&E Species ?g CFR 22 (2)(2), 50 CFR Part
X;ﬂi:i;i:;n of Areas Closed to All (T/E and Sensitive 36 CFR 1.5 (f)

Pet Excrement 36 CFR 2.15 (a) (5)

Habitat used by federally threatened or endangered species may be vulnerable to impacts from
intensive use of public areas by humans and dogs. GGNRA contains more federally protected
endangered and threatened species than any other unit of the national park system in continental
North America. There are over 80 rare or special-status wildlife species currently identified as
permanent or seasonal residents of the park or dependent on park lands and waters for migration,
Although habitats at GGNRA support many species with special status, only those species
potentially affected by this plan/EIS are discussed in this document. Of the 80 listed wildlife
species, 12 are state and/or federally listed and have a detailed impacts analysis in this plan/EIS.

Freshwater, brackish-water, and marine environments in GGNRA are habitat for the two listed
salmonids, coho salmon (federally endangered and state endangered) and steelhead trout
(federally threatened). As previously noted, salmonids are visual feeders, and extended periods
of high turbidity following dog play in tidal areas or creeks can result in reduced foraging time or
success for these species. No areas designated as essential fish habitat will be affected.

In our preparation of the plan/EIS, we have analyzed the potential impacts of six alternatives
including a No Action and a Preferred Alternative on listed aquatic and marine species occurring
and potentially present within the 21 sites and new lands of GGNRA selected for dog
management. Because the draft plan/EIS is a very large document we have attached excerpted
applicable sections of the draft plan/EIS to assist with your review. These sections provide a

Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS L-33



Appendices

description of the preferred alternative and impact analysis for rare, threatened and endangered
species and any designated critical habitat that are present or may potentially be present.

NPS recognizes that the public may not comply with the preferred alternative as described. To
ensure resources, visitors and park staff are protected and that compliance with the CFR
applicable to dog management is high, NPS has included a compliance-based management plan.
If non-compliance occurs at a site, compliance-based management plan would be implemented to
increase compliance with the new dog management regulations. Noncompliance would include
dog walking within restricted areas, dog walking under voice and sight control in designated on-
leash dog walking areas, and dog walking under voice and sight control outside of established
ROLAs. When noncompliance is observed in an area, park staff would focus on enforcing the
regulations, educating dog walkers, and establishing buffer zones, time and use restrictions, and
SUP restrictions. If noncompliance continues and falls below 75 percent compliance in a
management zone (measured as the percentage of total dogs / dog walkers observed during the
previous 12 months not in compliance with the regulations), the area’s management would be
changed to the next more restrictive level of dog management. Impacts from noncompliance
could reach short-term adverse, but the compliance-based strategy is designed to return impacts to
a level that assumes compliance, as described in the overall impacts analysis, or provide
beneficial impacts where dog walking is reduced or eliminated.

We have concluded that the preferred alternative for the selected 21 sites of GGNRA is "not
likely to adversely affect” the coho salmon or steelhead trout. Therefore, we do not believe that
formal consultation is required. Please tell us in writing within 60 days from the date of receipt,
or no later than February 21, 2011 of this letter, if you do or do not concur with our assessment.
If, based on comments received during public review of the DEIS, NPS determines that the
preferred alternative should be altered or amended in any way, NPS will submit a revised analysis
with a new recommendation based on the new preferred alternative and associated impacts,

Should you need to informally discuss concerns before making your determination, please contact
Daphne Hatch, Chief of Natural Resources and Management, at 415 331-0744.

Sincerely,

//(’/[f ré C%ﬁ// r\/

rank Dean
General Superintendent

Enclosures
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Letter from the National Park Service to the State Historic Preservation Officer

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gare National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

IH REPLY REFER TO:

H4217 (GOGA-CRMM)

NOV 10 2010

Milford Wayne Donaldson

State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23" Street, Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (Golden Gate) is hereby initiating National Historic

Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 consultation under 36 CFR 800 for its Dog Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

As Paul Scolari (Historian and American Indian Liaison, Golden Gate) and Mark Beason of your
office discussed and arranged, the park is carrying out this review according to the provisions at
36 CFR 800.3(g), Expediting Consultation. Use of this provision, where multiple steps in the
Section 106 review process are addressed at once, is believed to be appropriate because the
historic properties within the area of potential effect are well understood by the park and due to
the minimal effects to cultural resources under the plan’s proposals.

As Scolari and Beason also discussed and arranged, it is the park’s intent to use the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS for the dog management plan as fulfillment of
compliance requirements related to Section 106 of NHPA, as allowed under 36 CFR 800.8.

The Draft EIS describes the plan’s six alternatives, including the preferred alternative (chapter
2); the description of the project’s area of potential effects and historic properties which will
potentially be affected by plan implementation (chapter 3), and the effects to these resources--in
compliance with both NHPA and NEPA--as a result of the implementation of the alternatives
(chapter 4).

As the park completes its public review/comment period for the Draft Dog Management
Plan/EIS, the alternative for implementation will be selected and the park will update the SHPO
on the selection of this alternative, as well as on the associated effects to historic resources that
will be caused by this selected alternative. At that point in time, NPS will seek your concurrence
with a final finding of effect.
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Description of Undertaking

Golden Gate is preparing a Dog Management Plan and EIS for the purpose of providing clear
and enforceable guidelines for dog-walking activities in the park. Stated plan objectives include,
among other things, the protection and preservation of the park’s cultural resources. The
analysis involving cultural resources covers portions of the park which fall within Marin and San
Francisco Counties. Plan alternatives include a variety of on-leash and off-leash options which
have the potential to affect properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). The preferred alternative emphasizes recreational opportunities and
experiences for multiple user groups, including dog walkers. The alternative would provide a
no-dog experience in some areas and protection for significant cultural and natural resources. It
would also include some areas for voice and sight control in Regulated Off-Leash Areas
(ROLA).

Description of Area of Potential Effects (APE) and Historic Properties

Prior to analysis, and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1), the area of potential effects (APE)
was established by the park. Seven non-contiguous areas within San Francisco and Marin
Counties were defined as part of the overall APE (please refer to chapter 3—Affected
Environment—of the EIS for detailed APE description and mapping).

As dog activity in an area can negatively affect sensitive cultural resources (i.e., trampling,
digging, etc.) the APE boundaries were delineated by using the presence of dogs in plan areas
where historic properties exist. In other words, where dogs are allowed in proximity to the
locations of historic properties, or allowances for dogs are proposed for the future, these areas
are included within the APE. The locations of historic properties were identified through review
of Golden Gate records by its cultural resource staff.

Much of the area included in the APE is encompassed within large histotic district boundaries
including the Fort Miley Military Reservation; the Presidio National Historic Landmark (NHL);
the Fort Mason Historic District; and the Forts Baker, Barry and Cronkhite Historic District. In
addition, specific historic structures located within these larger districts, as well as at Fort
Funston, were analyzed including permanent seacoast fortifications and their integral earthworks
and Crissy Airfield. Three pre-contact archeological sites were also included in the analysis
(Appendix 1 of the EIS contains a list of historic properties analyzed for the plan/EIS). All
resources are cither listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP and are briefly described below.

Archeological Resources

Three archeological resources which could be affected by the plan are indigenous in nature. One
is located in Marin County; two are located in San Francisco County. They are characterized in
general as representing subsistence activities in the area—-food procurement and preparation, tool
production, etc. Golden Gate anticipates that implementation of this plan would result in no
effects to these resources. Nonetheless, the park has informed potentially interested Coast
Miwok and Ohlone representatives about the Dog Management Plan/EIS by means of its
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quarterly communication tool, the Native Update, and has solicited input from these
representatives.

Historic Structures

Historic structures which have the potential to be affected by the plan include:

Several permanent seacoast fortifications and their integral earthworks (sometimes
referred to as batteries)—these earthworks are described as earth placed over and around
fortifications of brick, stone, and concrete (batteri es) that were used as defensive
structures and lyEically included a variety of artillery. Affected resources range in age
from the late 19" Century to World War II. Earthwork portions of these permanent
seacoast fortifications are inherently fragile in nature and are considered contributing
resources to the larger historic districts in which most are located (see Historic Districts
below).

Crissy Airfield, established in 1919, functioned as the center of West Coast military
aviation operations from 1921 to 1936. It is the only Air Coast Defense Station airfield in
the country that retains the majority of its original buildings—hangars, barracks,
guardhouse, etc.

Historic Districts included in analysis are related to the military history of the park which dates
from Spanish settlement in 1776 through the 20" century.

The Presidio National Historic Landmark was designated as such in 1962 and is the
oldest Army installation operating in the American West and one of the longest-
garrisoned posts in the country. Its size and longevity have resulted in a complex
landscape with many overlapping historic layers. Its NRHP cligibility is related to its
numerous historical, architectural, and archeological resources associated with important
events in American history. Its period of significance is from 1776 to 1945 and the year
1951. The boundaries of the Presidio NHL encompass numerous cultural resources that
could be affected by the plan, including Crissy Airfield, the U.S. Coast Guard Station
Historic District, numerous seacoast fortifications and their integral earthworks, and field
fortifications associated with Fort Winficld Scott and Fort Point. These resources are
associated with the Presidio’s Political and Military Affairs period (1865-1 939) and the
World War II period (1941-1945) and are considered as contributing to the significance
of the Presidio NHL. Descriptions of the earthwork portions of seacoast fortifications and
Crissy Airfield are found in “Historic Structures” (above).

The Fort Mason Historic District is characterized by a collection of military structures
with a period of significance ranging from 1855 to 1953. Earthwork portions of seacoast
fortifications located within this historic district have the potential to be affected by the
plan (see “Historic Structures”, above).

The Fort Miley Military Reservation was acquired by the U.S. Army in 1893 with the

intent of constructing gun and mortar batteries for the defense of San Francisco Bay. It
consists of three distinct complexes of structures. Earthwork portions of seacoast
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fortifications at Fort Miley are considered contributing to the district’s NRHP eligibility
and have the potential to be affected under this plan (see *Historic Structures”, above).

* The Forts Baker, Barry, and Cronkhite Historic District is associated with the history of
coastal defense in the San Francisco Bay Area and was designed to enhance those at the
Presidio, south of the Golden Gate, in guarding against the entry of enemy ships into San
Francisco Bay. Its period of significance ranges from 1866 to 1974. Resources that could
be affected by the plan include earthwork portions of seacoast fortifications at Fort Baker
(see “Historic Structures”, above), as well as numerous field fortifications primarily
associated with Fort Cronkhite,

Finding of Effect

NEPA analysis and Section 106 findings have been completed for all cultural resources (three
archeological resources; multiple historic structures; four historic districts) that could be
potentially affected as a result of implementation of the dog management plan (see chapter 4 of
EIS). Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.5) has resulted in the
preliminary determination that the project will have an effect on historic properties within the
APE, but the e¢ffect is “not adverse”.

As stated above, as the park completes its public review/comment period for the Draft Dog
Management Plan/EIS, the alternative for implementation will be selected and the park will
update the SHPO on the selection of this alternative, as well as on the associated effects to
historic resources that will be caused by this sclected alternative. At that point in time, NPS will
seek your concurrence with a final finding of effect.

In the mean time, if you have any questions about this information or the Draft EIS, please

contact Paul Scolari at paul_scolari@nps.gov, or 415-561-4963.

Sincerely,

g

General Superintendent

cc:
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
Ohlone Representatives
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Letter from the National Park Service to the California Coastal Commission

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L76 (GOGA-PLAN)

DEC 15 2010

Larry Simon

Federal Consistency Coordinator
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, California 94105

Subject: Assessment of Coastal Consistency Determination for the Dog Management Plan
Environmental Impact Statement, Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Dear Mr. Simon:

Attached please find the Dog Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Plan/DEIS).
The Plan/DEIS purpose is to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and extent of
dog use in appropriate areas of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). The National
Park Service (NPS) will be seeking concurrence from your agency the Plan to be implemented is
consistent with the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended.

The Alternatives in this Plan/DEIS address 21 locations within GGNRA. The selection of sites
addressed was determined by NPS managers, and was based on information from historical and current
dog management practices within GGNRA, including the 1979 Pet Policy; NPS law, policy, and
regulations; park resources; and the Federal Panel Recommendations to the General Superintendent,
GGNRA encompasses approximately 80,500 acres in San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo counties.
The plan/EIS only addresses lands that are directly managed by GGNRA and certain additional lands
that will be directly managed by the park in the near future. The 21 sites under consideration for this
plan/EIS and the project area are shown in the attached Figure 1.

The objectives of the Plan/DEIS include:

e Preserve and protect natural and cultural resources and natural processes
Provide a variety of visitor experiences

Improve visitor and NPS employee safety

Reduce user conflicts

Maintain park resources and values for future generations
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e Protect native wildlife and their habitat (including sensitive species and their habitat, and federally or
state listed, unique, or rare species) from detrimental effects of dog use, including harassment or
disturbance by dogs.

e Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use.

e Preserve opportunities for future natural resource restoration and enhancement.

This Plan/EIS is needed because GGNRA resources and values, as defined by the park’s enabling
legislation and the NPS Organic Act, could be compromised to the extent that, without action, those
resources and values in some areas of the park might not be available for enjoyment by future
generations. Additionally, a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations and increased
public expectations for use of the park for dog recreation have resulted in controversy, litigation, and
compromised visitor and NPS employee safety, affecting visitor experience and resulting in resource
degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a comprehensive Plan/EIS.

Based on analysis within the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative should, over the long term, provide
beneficial effects to coastal resources by: 1) minimizing access to the surface waters of San Francisco
Bay and the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the applicable GGNRA sites; 2) reducing opportunities for soil
disturbance and erosion that could impact water quality and aquatic habitats; 3) protect and conserve
sensitive species and habitats by prohibiting access to sensitive areas; 4) require control of dogs by
owners at all times; and 5) increase compliance with waste removal.

The lands under consideration in this Plan/DEIS are excluded from the coastal zone, as they are wholly
owned (or will be by the time the compliance effort is concluded) federal land, operated by the National
Park Service - Department of the Interior.

Based on the anticipated benefits to coastal resources the NPS is confident the Plan is consistent with the
CZMA and therefore does not require a Consistency Determination. The NPS will be submitting for
your concurrence a “Negative Determination” (15 CFR Sec. 930.35(d)) for this Plan. After your review
of the Plan/DEIS, and consideration of NPS’s intention of submitting a “Negative Determination”, the
NPS requests confirmation this approach will gain concurrence from your agency.

If you have any questions regarding this request please contact Steve Ortega, at (415) 561-2841, or email
at steve_ortega@nps.gov. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, .
/)
f =2 o/
(/%/L b‘ﬂ
Frank Dean

General Superintendent,
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Attachment:
Figure 1 — Vicinity Map
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Letter from the National Park Service to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L76 (GOGA-PLAN)
DEC 15 2010

Mr. Bob Batha

San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission

50 California Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Re: Assessment of Coastal Consistency Determination for the Dog Management Plan
Environmental Impact Statement, Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Dear Mr. Batha:

Attached please find the Dog Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Plan/DEIS).

The Plan/DEIS purpose is to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and extent of

dog use in appropriate areas of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). The National

Park Service (NPS) will be seeking concurrence from your agency the Plan to be implemented is

consistent with the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, and the San Francisco
~ Bay Plan.

The Alternatives in this Plan/DEIS address 21 locations within GGNRA. Some of the sites are within
the San Francisco Bay (i.e. Crissy Field) and likely fall under the ‘park priority use areas’ of the San
Francisco Bay Plan. The selection of sites addressed was determined by NPS managers, and was based
on information from historical and current dog management practices within GGNRA, including the
1979 Pet Policy; NPS law, policy, and regulations; park resources; and the Federal Panel
Recommendations to the General Superintendent. GGNRA encompasses approximately 80,500 acres in
San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo counties. The plan/EIS only addresses lands that are directly
managed by GGNRA and certain additional lands that will be directly managed by the park in the near
future. The 21 sites under consideration for this Plan/EIS and the project area are shown in the attached
Figure 1.

The objectives of the Plan/DEIS include:

Preserve and protect natural and cultural resources and natural processes
Provide a variety of visitor experiences

Improve visitor and NPS employee safety

Reduce user conflicts

Maintain park resources and values for future generations
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e Protect native wildlife and their habitat (including sensitive species and their habitat, and federally or
state listed, unique, or rare species) from detrimental effects of dog use, including harassment or
disturbance by dogs.

Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use.
e Preserve opportunities for future natural resource restoration and enhancement.

This Plan/EIS is needed because GGNRA resources and values, as defined by the park’s enabling
legislation and the NPS Organic Act, could be compromised to the extent that, without action, those
resources and values in some areas of the park might not be available for enjoyment by future
generations. Additionally, a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations and increased
public expectations for use of the park for dog recreation have resulted in controversy, litigation, and
compromised visitor and NPS employee safety, affecting visitor experience and resulting in resource
degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a comprehensive Plan/EIS.

Based on analysis within the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative should, over the long term, provide
beneficial effects to coastal resources by: 1) minimizing access to the surface waters of San Francisco
Bay and the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the applicable GGNRA sites; 2) reducing opportunities for soil
disturbance and erosion that could impact water quality and aquatic habitats; 3) protect and conserve
sensitive species and habitats by prohibiting access to sensitive areas; 4) require control of dogs by
owners at all times; and 5) increase compliance with waste removal.

The lands under consideration in this Plan/DEIS are excluded from the coastal zone, as they are wholly
owned (or will be by the time the compliance effort is concluded) federal land, operated by the National
Park Service - Department of the Interior.

Based on the anticipated benefits to coastal resources the NPS is confident the Plan is consistent with the
CZMA and the San Francisco Bay Plan. After your review of the Plan/DEIS, please advise us of any

concerns you may have regarding this draft Plan/DEIS, and suggestions for completing compliance with
your agency.

If you have any questions regarding this request please contact Steve Ortega at (415) 561-2841, or email
at steve_ortega@nps.gov. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
2
ﬂﬁA— S

Frank Dean
General Superintendent

Enclosure:
Figure 1 — Vicinity Map
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Appendix L: Agency Consultation

Quick Start Guide to the Plan/DEIS Posted on the Planning, Environment, and Public
Comment Website by the National Park Service, January 2011

Golden Gate

National Recreation Area

The Plan/DEIS contains two volumes and 1s over 2400 pages i length. Itisa
compilation of alternatives and analyses for 21 different areas of the park. For those
who may not be able or wish to read the entire document, we suggest you focus on the
Executive Summary and Chapter 2, which describes in detail the management
prescriptions for the 21 separate areas covered by the Plan/DEIS. You also may want to
focus vour review on the park area that 1s of particular interest to vou.

e Executive Summary. This section provides background and a bnief synopsis of the
5 dafferent management options for dog walking as well as the preferred alternative
for each of the 21 areas considered, descnbmng where and under what conditions
dog walking may be allowed.

e Chapter 1. This chapter provides project background, purpose and need for a
Plan/EIS.

e Chapter 2. This chapter lays out in detail 5 different management options
(alternatives) for addressing dog walking in each of the 21 park areas, as well as the
preferred alternative for each area, chosen from the 5 alternatives. The preferred
alternative represents what NPS believes would best accomplish the purpose and
need of the proposed action while fulfilling its statutory mussion and
responsibilities, giving consideration to econonuce, environmental techmical, and
other factors. The maps of each alternative are in the back of Volume 2.

e Chapters 3-5. Chapter 3 describes the existing environment at Golden Gate
National Recreation Area; Chapter 4 contains the detailed analyses of the
environmental impacts of each alternative; Chapter 5 describes the consultation and
coordimnation NPS conducted in drafting the Plan/DEIS.

If you received a DVD: this contains searchable PDF text files and 1s meant for a
computer only, not a DVD player.

Errata: In a document tlus size there will inevitably be madvertent nustakes. Please
check the PEPC website (http://parkplanning.nps.gov/dogplan) for a list of corrections
that we will continually update as we receive public comment on the Draft Plan/DEIS.
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COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM FEDERAL, STATE, AND OTHER
AGENCIES ON THE DRAFT PLAN/DEIS DATED JANUARY 2011
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Correspondence Text

Mr. Frank Dean, Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
201 Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Superintendent Dean:

Thank you for your work in preparing the Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) which was released in January. National Park Service staff put a considerable amount of effort into
preparing a thoughtful document that explores five options, with a preferred alternative that attempts to
balance protections for the park's natural resources with the public's right for exercise and recreation.

As an urban area park/recreation area, GGNRA has a unique mandate. The final plan must include
options for public use, both with and without dogs, as well as safeguards for environmentally sensitive
areas.

Many constituents in Marin County, however, have contacted me with concerns that the preferred
alternative severely reduces the areas open to people with dogs. As you know, residents value the
opportunity for exercise on the trails of Southern Marin with their canine companions. It is my
understanding that several groups have put forward additional alternatives that they believe will protect
the environment while allowing for greater recreational use with dogs. One proposal, for example,
suggests using mostly existing fire trails near parking areas as well as a timed approach to some of the
higher use areas.

Turge you to consider all these proposals as you work to finalize the Dog Management Plan. I am sure a
plan can be developed that acknowledges both recreational and environmental requirements.

Sincerely,

Lynn Woolsey
Member of Congress
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Memorandum

To: General Superintendent, National Park Service. Golden. Gate National Recreation
Area, Fort Mason San. Francisco, California

From: Assistant Field Supervisor. Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, Sacramento,
California

Subject: Comments on the Draft Dog Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, California

The U.S. Fish and. Wildlife Service's (Service), Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, is providing
comments on the Draft Dog Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement (Draft Plan/EIS) for
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act). At issue are the potential effects of the project on the
federally threatened California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), western snowy plover (Charadrius
alexandrinus nivosus), northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), and Marin dwarf-flax
(Hesperolinon congestum); as well as the federally endangered San Bruno elfin butterfly (Callophrys
mossii hayensis), mission blue butterfly (Icaricia icarioides missionensis), tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius
newherryi), San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetratctenia), Presidio manzanita
(Arctostaphylos hookeri ravenii), San Francisco lessingia (lessingia germanorum), California seablite
(Suaeda californica), and Hickman's potentilla (Potentilla hickmanii).

This letter is based on: (1) A letter dated December 28, 2010 from the GGNRA to the Service requesting
comments on their Draft Plan/EIS; (2) Draft Dog Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement;
and, (3) other information available to the Service.

The purpose of the Draft Plan/EIS is "to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and
extent of dog use in appropriate areas of the park". Objectives of the Dog Management Plan are: to
preserve and protect natural and cultural resources and natural processes; provide a variety of visitor
experiences; improve visitor and employee safety; reduce user conflicts; and to maintain park resources
and values for future generations. The Draft Plan/EIS addresses dog management alternatives for 21
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locations within GGNRA. One of the 21 locations is "new lands-. New lands are defined as "any land
acquired by the park during the dog management planning process or after the plan/EIS and rule are
finalized, unless specifically addressed by the plan." The 21 locations are within Marin, San Francisco and
San Mateo Counties. The Draft Plan/EIS proposes 6 alternatives, with one being preferred and one being
no-action, for each of the 21 locations. Each of the 21 locations within the Draft Plan/EIS was assigned a
preferred alternative using a "modified Choosing by Advantages process". As part of their analysis,
GGNRA identified the environmentally preferable alternative for all 21 sites. This alternative was
identified as the one which would "cause the least damage to the biological and physical environment"
and best promote the National Environmental Policy Act. The environmentally preferable alternative
corresponded with the National Park Service preferred alternative at only 4 of the 21 locations. While not
meeting the criteria for being the environmentally preferable alternative, the preferable alternative chosen
for the other 17 locations adequately addresses the Service's concerns for threatened and endangered
species and critical habitat.

The Service believes that the Draft Plan/EIS, as proposed, meets the goals and objectives of the project
and adequately addresses federally threatened and endangered species and habitat within the project area
so as to not jeopardize listed species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. In contrast to the
current "dog policy" within GGNRA, the Draft Plan/EIS appears to promote a beneficial effect to listed
species and critical habitat. The adoption of a compliance- based management strategy is viewed as an
important component of the Draft Plan/EIS and instills confidence that GGNRA will continue to manage
their lands with an emphasis on managing sensitive resources responsibly. Additionally, the proposed
measures for increasing public awareness through education and standardized management is viewed as a
key factor in the successful implementation of this Draft Plan/EIS.

The Service would like to thank GGNRA for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Plan/EIS Please
contact Dan Cordova, Endangered Species Biologist, or Ryan Olah, Coast Bay Branch Chief, at the letter
head address, via electronic mail (Dan_Cordova@fws.gov;

Ryan Olah@fws.gov), or at telephone (916) 414-6600 if you have any questions.
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Correspondence Text

Congressman Pete and Helen McCloskey
Rumsey Farms P.O. Box 3 Rumsey, CA
95679 530-796-2124 filly6 @aol.com

May 26,2011

Mr. Frank Dean General Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Building 201, Fort Mason San Francisco, CA 94123-0022

Re: Draft Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Superintendent Dean,

My husband and I are native Californians with long ties to the Bay Area. We are both committed
conservationists; my husband helped draft the Endangered Species Act during his years in the U.S.
Congress, and he co-chaired the first Earth Day. We must go on record as strongly disagreeing with the
GGNRA's current "preferred alternative” in the DEIS. As the responsible owners of five dogs, we are very
dismayed with the significant restrictions on, and elimination of, off-leash dog walking in many areas in
the GGNRA. It is our opinion that the proposed regulations making changes to the long-standing 1979
Pet Policy are not fact-based. We do not see well-documented, scientific, monitoring-based facts that can
accurately allocate blame specifically to dogs in a site-specific manner that differentiates, for instance, the
significant impact of large events, bicyclists, boot camps, homeless people, teenagers, impacts of other
species, weather events, etc.

For many people, the companionship of dogs is essential to their well-being, and the healing capabilities
of dogs, for instance to veterans, is science-based and well-founded. Yet the new proposed regulations
seem clearly anti-dog, and do not serve the public well.
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Additionally, it seems unreasonable to eliminate ALL dog walking on any new land additions to the
GGNRA. Such decisions should be based on monitoring data and be site-specific. As they are now
proposed, such sweeping exclusions are arbitrary. We have hiked in the GGNRA and visited Crissy Field
many, many times. We have rarely seen dogs stray into restricted areas- actually, children, teens, and
homeless people are more likely errant in this regard. We have never seen any dog be aggressive to any
human. There is the occasional very minor dog skirmish, which in our experience has never been more
than a vocalization or body posture, which are totally normal and no cause for restrictions such as the
ones you are proposing in the so-called preferred alternative. Since 99% of the GGNRA land is already
off-limits to dogs and their humans, the restrictions are truly objectionable. This document presents an
"either-or" approach to the conservation of natural habitat and recreational uses. In fact, the vast majority
of dog owners are good land stewards who understand the necessity of protecting natural resources. The
"preferred alternative" dismisses the responsible majority of dog owners in order to attempt to eliminate a
tiny minority of irresponsible ones. A far better approach is to provide clear signage that educates the
public on areas of concern. Enlisting the animal welfare, conservationist and dog-owning communities in
such an effort could create goodwill and be a constructive way to make the current rules more clear.
Education and cooperation are always more effective in increasing compliance than prohibition and
regulatory heavy-handedness. Frankly, the document as a whole has an almost adversarial feel to the very
nature of the many communities the GGNRA was designed to serve, and sets itself apart from those
communities. Because the Draft Environmental Study did not include in its scope the GGNRA's impacts
on the urban world to which it is in many areas adjacent, it fails to embrace an essential part of what
makes it unique: that it is the wild sibling to a dense, urban world. Yet that urban world is filled with lovers
of the GGNRA- dog owners amongst them.

The GGNRA's DEIS and "preferred alternative" seems to miss a world of opportunity in creating
communities of interest with those affected by it. This includes the City itself, whose parks will see much
greater pressure if the GGNRA further restricts recreational use in the manner it proposes. Where
alliances could be built, the proposed "preferred alternative" creates alienation. There appears to be a
significant bias against the No Action option. We support Alternative A, with site-specific, monitoring-
based analysis on any new land additions to the GGNRA.

Sincerely, Helen and Pete McCloskey
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Correspondence Text

Dear Frank:

The Presidio Trust (Trust) recognizes the importance of the National Park Service's (NPS) efforts to
manage dog walking on national park sites and submits the attached comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Dog Management (DEIS) in the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area (GGNRA) in support of this process. The Trust has a key interest in NPS dog management
planning in the GGNRA and therefore in the adequacy of the EIS. It is for this reason that the Trust is
participating as a cooperating agency in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the
dog management project.

We commend the NPS's hard work to date in attempting to craft a thoughtful resolution to a long-
standing and impassioned controversy to further the effective management of GGNRA public lands.
However, as discussed in the attachment to this letter, we believe that further effort will be required to
thoroughly analyze potentially significant impacts. Until that work is done, it would be premature of the
Trust to voice a judgment with respect to any of the alternatives, including the preferred alternative.

As the steward of the interior portion of the Presidio, known as Area B, which is adjacent to lands that
are managed by the NPS, or Area A, the Trust brings expertise in managing diverse park resources in an
urban environment. With more than 8,000 people living, working, or attending school in Area B of the
Presidio, in addition to daily recreational users, the Trust understands the challenges of maintaining a
balance among the differing, often competing needs of many users so that the Presidio's resources can
be enjoyed today while also safeguarded for the future.

Experience over the past decade and more has shown us that major planning decisions made for Area A
invariably affect operations, resources, and activities in Area B. Area B contains approximately 20 miles
of trails and 1100 acres of developed areas and open space directly adjacent to Crissy Field and Baker
Beach, both of which receive intense visitor use, including that from dog walkers. Tighter restrictions on
dogs in these waterfront areas will almost certainly increase dog-walking activities in Area B, resulting in
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potentially significant impacts to Trust-managed parkland.

The Trust well knows that managing conflicting visitor uses on public lands while simultaneously
protecting natural resources for future generations is a difficult task. In the context of a complex,
controversial, and volatile issue such as dog management in a dense urban area, the task becomes much
more challenging. The Trust also understands the demands faced by NPS staff and contractors in
preparing the DEIS, and applauds the hard work that has gone into preparing the document and
engaging the public.

Of necessity, the Trust's comments focus on areas in the DEIS that need augmentation, and we hope that
our comments will be taken in the spirit in which they are offered: to improve the impacts analysis that
informs the NEPA process and ultimately to support the formulation of a dog management policy for
the GGNRA that wisely balances the mandates of resource stewardship, preservation, and public use.

Craig Middleton
Executive Director

Enclosure

PRESIDIO TRUST
COMMENTS ON THE GGNRA DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN/
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

May 25,2011

The Presidio Trust (Trust) provides the following comments on the GGNRA Dog Management Plan /
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (project). Due to the length of the DEIS and limits on Trust staff
time to review, the following comments focus on the NPS's preferred alternative and indirect impacts on
Area B, but the comments generally apply to all alternatives.

GLOBAL COMMENT
DEIS Fails to Analyze Indirect Impacts of Dog Management on Area B in a Meaningful Manner

The Trust finds the DEIS deficient in its treatment of impacts of the various alternatives for managing
dog walking activities on areas outside of NPS jurisdiction, particularly in Area B. In the Trust's scoping
letter' for the DEIS, we specifically urged that "because the Trust has a stake in how dogs within Area A
will be managed, the EIS should include a discussion of how the alternatives will impact Area B visitors
and resources, and Trust staff" (page 2). Dog walkers using the Presidio do not necessarily distinguish
between the two areas. The DEIS does not address the areas within Area B that are currently used by
dog walkers, nor does it address the incidence of off-leash violations in Area B. The DEIS presumes
under all resource topics and all alternatives being considered that no impacts would occur in Area B.
The rationale offered is that the Trust does not have beaches under its jurisdiction and does not allow
off-leash dog walking; therefore, there would be no change in current conditions in Area B. It is far more
likely, however, that restricting or eliminating dog walking in Area A will substantially increase off-leash
activity in Area B as a substantial number of dog walkers may seek more secluded trails in the Presidio to
avoid crowded conditions and where there may also experience fewer law enforcement staff to enforce
rules.

The analysis and conclusions offered by the NPS in the DEIS are not sufficiently supported and do not
represent a fair consideration of the adverse environmental effects of its proposed dog management.
The dismissal of impacts in Area B is especially perplexing given that the DEIS provides a site-specific
analysis of the effects of on-leash dog walking in other parts of the GGNRA, even after assuming
compliance with regulations. The DEIS must make a good faith effort to thoroughly consider all indirect
effects that are "reasonably foreseeable"2 in areas outside of its jurisdiction. The Trust is willing to
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provide data and information to the NPS. Under NEPA, if a significant issue is omitted and the advice
and expertise of a cooperating agency ignored, the EIS may be found to be inadequate.3

I. SPECIFIC COMMENTS
CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
Reference to Area B is Confusing

As stated in the Introduction on page 1, without reference to Area A, it appears to the casual reader that
Area B is adjacent to the Presidio, which it is not. The discussion should distinguish between Area A and
Area B, and indicate that Area B is a national park site under separate jurisdiction. Some background
about why the Trust is a cooperating agency would also be helpful. Otherwise, the reader is required to
sift through 1733 pages to understand the Trust's interests, authority, and responsibility in the NPS dog
management project (as provided in Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination).

Increased Conflicts on Adjacent Parks due to Tighter NPS Restrictions not Acknowledged

The second issue under Land Use / Long-term Management of Resources or Land on page 17 of the
DEIS correctly states that dog management policy at GGNRA may result in changes to federal, state, and
local policies elsewhere. However, the key issue that more restrictive dog management policies on
GGNRA lands would increase pressure on adjacent parks (such as Area B) is not mentioned. Also, the
topic of land use is included in the list of impact topics that were analyzed in the plan/EIS, but is not
followed through in Chapters 3 and 4, as is customary for an EIS of this nature.

Information on Area B Dog Management Policies and Issues is Absent

The NPS's "goal of consistency" is commendable and should be made more explicit as a specific
objective that the NPS intends to accomplish by this process. In the Summary of Background Conditions
and Review of Literature beginning on page 25 of the DEIS, the discussion states that park staff "has
amassed as much information as could be found on dog management-related topics" on lands adjacent
to or near GGNRA sites. The discussion suggests that such information, including that provided by
other jurisdictions, was used to "assist with the development of alternatives that meet the goal of
consistency with policies on adjacent lands." However, nowhere is found any mention of Trust dog
management regulations, or information on Area B visitor experience/dog management conflicts,
enforcement success, or compliance issues. This information has been made available to the NPS in
previous correspondence and is readily available from the Trust upon request. The information should
be included so the public and NPS decision makers may have an understanding of potential conflicts in
adjacent areas caused by changes in NPS dog-related recreational opportunities on GGNRA lands.

The Upcoming GGNRA General Management Plan Should be the Principal Tool for Resolving Dog
Management Issues

On Page 37 of the DEIS, the NPS states that it is updating its General Management Plan (GMP) for the
GGNRA concurrently with the Dog Management process and that the GMP will defer specific dog-
management actions to the completion of the Dog Management EIS. Not only is decoupling the two
processes inconsistent with NPS policy' on how a park's resources, visitors, and facilities should be
planned for and managed, it forecloses the important opportunity of conducting the dog management
planning process within a well-grounded and broadly understood framework. Park planning is intended
to be a deliberate and transparent decision- making process that arrives at a rationale for management
directions after several levels of increasingly detailed and complementary planning. The Trust strongly
suggests that the NPS first determine what the desired conditions should be for natural and cultural
resources as well as for visitor experiences, or in NPS's words, reach agreement on what should be the
"blueprint for the park to move into the future" (page 37 of the DEIS). Only then should the focus
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narrow to how various dog management strategies throughout the GGNRA would contribute to
achieving those conditions, and whether such strategies are consistent with the goals articulated in the
GMP.

Analysis of Consistency with Trust Land Use Policies for Area B is Required

The Trust welcomes the discussion on page 38 of the DEIS that we provided in our scoping letter
regarding the distinctions between the General Management Plan Amendment for Area A and the
Presidio Trust Management Plan (PTMP) for Area B. At the end of the third paragraph, please insert the
following:

Management objectives in the PTMP relevant to dog management include the following:

e Provide for safe and enjoyable recreational use of the Presidio.

o Identify and protect sensitive wildlife species, and restore and maintain their habitats.

e Provide diverse opportunities for both passive and active recreation.

e Maintain an atmosphere that is open, inviting and accessible to visitors.

o Consider activities best suited to the Presidio.

e Balance recreational opportunities with resource protection. To achieve this balance, consider
the type and level of visitor use that can be accommodated while sustaining the desired resource
and visitor experience conditions.

As required by the NEPA and as requested in our scoping letter, the EIS should include a discussion of
the conflicts of the dog management project with the Trust's land use policies provided above.5

Trust Regulations Regarding Dog Management are Absent

From pages 34 to 42 under Related Laws, Regulations and Policies, the DEIS fails to mention Trust
regulations regarding dog management.6 This information was previously provided to NPS. Again, the
DEIS should note that Area B is subject to the Presidio Trust's regulations, which the Trust adopted after
publication for comment and which appear at 36 C.F.R. Section 1001 et seq. Also, it would be expedient
but inaccurate to list the Trust with the 11 agencies listed under State and Local Laws, Regulations, and
Policies on page 41 of the DEIS. Area B of the Presidio is a national park site within the GGNRA, and the
Trust, like the NPS, is a federal government agency charged with representing national interests.7 The
Trust's regulations are issued pursuant to the Presidio Trust Act,8 and as such are elements of federal
law.

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES
Regulating Commercial Dog Walkers will Require Coordination with Adjacent Jurisdictions

Commercial dog walking would be regulated under all alternatives being considered. Various
commercial dog walking businesses frequently use Area B to exercise dogs under their care. While the
Trust currently does not require a permit for commercial dog walkers, such activity is subject to
regulation under 36 C.F.R. 1005.3. Changes in NPS park policy that would restrict or prohibit use of
Area A by commercial dog walkers would likely significantly increase the number of dogs brought into
Area B by these businesses. This impact on Area B should be identified and evaluated. In addition, it
should be acknowledged that creating and implementing an enforceable policy for commercial dog
walking in the Presidio will require close coordination with the Trust and other surrounding
jurisdictions to ensure consistency of the permitting process and the avoidance of unintended spillover
effects.

CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
GGNRA Visitation Trends are Inflated due to Inclusion of Area B
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The DEIS makes clear that Area B is not included in the dog management study area. However, park
visitation information provided on pages 266 to 270 includes visitors to Area B. The entire Presidio
currently accounts for approximately 29% (approximately 4.0 million) of the mean annual visitation
GGNRA-wide (approximately 14 million). Visitor counts should recognize Area B's contribution to the
GGNRA visitation, or be subtracted from the total.

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
The Cumulative Impact Scenario Fails to Acknowledge Trust Actions under the PTMP

In determining what projects are necessary for a cumulative impacts analysis, the NPS should focus on
the extent to which information is "relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts" and
is "essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives." The DEIS on page 290 states that the actions,
projects, and programs listed in Appendix K were compiled for the cumulative impacts analysis.
However, most of the listed projects are irrelevant to decisions about the dog management project, and
their listing adds no value to the analysis. Only a handful of the listed plans and projects are discussed in
the cumulative impacts of the project for each resource topic. As encouraged by the CEQ,9 the
cumulative impacts analysis should only "count what counts."

The Trust is implementing a number of historic building rehabilitation, landscape improvement, and
habitat restoration projects under the Presidio Trust Management Plan. These projects include
rehabilitation and reuse of approximately 100,000 square feet of space in 10 buildings along the edge of
the proposed regulated off-leash area (ROLA) at Crissy Airfield, restoration of the Quartermaster Reach
ecological corridor draining directly into Crissy Field Marsh that will allow expansion of the marsh, and
new trails (including the Tennessee Hollow, Park, and Presidio Promenade trails) that will provide
better connections from Area B to Crissy Field. These projects are highly relevant to the cumulative
impacts analysis but are conspicuously absent. It is simply not possible for the DEIS to provide an
adequate analysis of Crissy Field cumulative impacts without consideration of Trust projects, as they
have and will continue to affect shoreline activities in Area A, including dog management, and will
incrementally contribute to the cumulative effect on resources affected by the project. The cumulative
impact analysis must incorporate information based on Trust planning and NEPA documents, notably
the PTMP. Including relevant Trust projects would have added value to the cumulative impact analysis
and would be more true to the letter and intent of CEQ's NEPA regulations. The addition of Trust
projects to the analysis would also have been an easy task had the NPS consulted with the Trust.10

Impacts on Area B Soils are Underestimated

The impact analysis on page 369 of the DEIS assumes that no, impacts on soils in adjacent lands would
occur under the preferred alternative since ROLAs would be provided at Crissy Field. The Trust
disputes this conclusion. Tighter restrictions, including ROLAs, would inevitably increase visitation by
dog walkers in other areas. Those areas in Area B that are frequented by dog-walkers, such as the
Mountain Lake and Ecology Trails, would experience increased dog activity which would increase
impacts that would be both long term and readily apparent.

Impacts on Area B Water Quality are Overlooked

The discussions on pages 503 and 509 of the DEIS conclude that there would be no indirect impacts on
water quality in Area B since ROLAs would be provided at Crissy Field and Area B does not have
beaches. Fewer areas available for dogs and more restrictions at Crissy Field and Baker Beach would
likely result in an increase in dog walking activity in Area B. In addition, although Area B does not
contain beaches, it does have important water bodies including Mountain Lake and Tennessee Hollow
watershed, which are undergoing restoration. The areas surrounding these water bodies are already
used by dog walkers. Indirect impacts on water quality from increased dog walking should be analyzed.
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Known Impacts on Area B Vegetation are Summarily Dismissed

On page 657 of the DEIS and elsewhere in the vegetation section, the analysis concludes that "indirect
impacts on coastal scrub/chaparral/grassland vegetation in adjacent lands from increased dog use would
be negligible because it is unknown where and to what extent coastal scrub/chaparral/grassland
vegetation in adjacent parks could be affected by dogs." This superficial analysis is not the "hard look"
necessary to satisfy NEPA's requirements.11 Put more simply, impacts cannot be deemed negligible
because the analysis has not been done. Fortunately, site-specific information on native plant
communities within Area B is readily available, mapped on page 14 of the PTMP, and retrievable
through the Trust's geographic information system upon request. Several of these native plant
communities, including serpentine and coastal prairie grasslands, represent the largest intact
communities of their kind in the Presidio. Dismissing indirect impacts on important plant communities
in Area B simply because "the Presidio does not allow off-leash dog walking" is erroneous and
misguided. Even if compliance with the leash laws were assumed, impacts would still occur along trail
corridors, affecting plants that grow in the soils immediately adjacent to the trails. Thus, even indirect
impacts would be measurable, perceptible, and important to address.

Impacts on Area B Visitor Experience are Discounted

On page 1407, the DEIS candidly states that "some alternatives include restricting or eliminating dog
walking at a particular site. In these cases, there is a potential for dog walkers currently using those sites
to move to a different location in GGNRA or to a location outside the park so that they can continue to
exercise their pets." Nevertheless, the analysis on page 1480 of the DEIS concludes that there would be
no indirect impacts on visitor experience in Area B despite a substantial reduction of off-leash area at
Crissy Field. The Trust disagrees with this conclusion. We strongly believe that enhanced restrictions at
Crissy Field will boost dog walking activity in Area B. Similarly, the DEIS assumes on page 1494 that dog
owners and walkers would continue to use Baker Beach for dog walking activities even though leashes
would be required, because some visitors enjoy the experience of dog walking at the beach. The DEIS
concludes that no indirect impacts on visitor experience in Area B would be expected, since Area B does
not have beaches. The Trust maintains that a substantial number of dog walkers at Baker Beach would
seek other areas in the Presidio where they might face a lesser enforcement threat of the leash law than
on the highly visible Baker Beach. Visitor incidents related to dogs in Area B would also be expected to
increase. Some current visitors to Area B may begin avoiding areas of the park due to the presence of
more dogs.

Impacts on Trust Operations Must be Considered

The U.S. Park Police (USPP) San Francisco Field Office with headquarters at Building 1217 in Area B is
responsible for law enforcement at the Presidio. A substantial portion of fundingI2 for law enforcement
programs within both Areas A and B comes from the Trust through an interagency agreement. Law
enforcement activities pertaining to dog management are costly and include resolving conflicts between
dog walkers and other user groups, giving written or verbal warnings or issuing citations to dog walkers
not complying with the current regulations, educating the public on dog management regulations, and
preparing and filing reports related to dog and visitor incidents. Where violators are prosecuted, USPP
officers may have to take paid duty time to appear as witnesses. As noted in the DEIS, changes in NPS
dog walking policies over the years, court decisions regarding dog walking in the NPS-managed areas of
GGNRA, and public confusion due to both these changing circumstances has lead to varying levels of
enforcement in the Presidio. The public confusion in Area A and current relaxed regulations on NPS-
managed GGNRA lands has made enforcing the Trust's on-leash dog walking regulation in Area B
difficult.
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An increase of dog-walking activities in Area B would also result in higher operation and maintenance
costs for dog walking areas, e.g. installation of added protection measures such as fencing, additional
education (signs, brochures and public meetings), and response to more visitor concerns, questions and
complaints. Noncompliance citations and visitor conflicts would increase, requiring greater USPP
capacity to implement the NPS and Trust dog management regulations in a consistent manner.

The estimated costs to complete the tasks necessary to implement the NPS dog management plan
provided on page 1569 of the DEIS do not take into account the Trust's additional costs or demand on
resources. The DEIS should assess the impacts of the project on the Trust's annual operating budget.
The evaluation should include financial requirements associated with short- term impacts that would
occur during the initial public education period and the law-enforcement activities in Area B once the
NPS begins the implementation of a new regulation. The additional operating and capital costs
associated with long-term effects on Trust operations should also be considered.

APPENDICES
Area B Omitted from List of Adjacent Dog Use Areas

Appendix J of the DEIS lists over 140 parks/sites within and adjacent to NPS-managed GGNRA lands,
and provides information such as dog use areas and leash requirements. Many on the list only allow on-
leash dogs, such as Muir Beach, Marin Municipal Watershed District lands, and Glen Canyon Park in
the city. However, no mention is made of Area B, even though it contains approximately 20 miles of
trails and 685 acres of developed areas for on-leash dog walking directly adjacent to Crissy Field and
Baker Beach. To correct this error, the following should be provided on page J-9:

Dog Use Area: Presidio Area B
Location: See GGNRA Map
On-Leash/Off Leash: On-Leash

Additional information: http://www.presidio.gov/NR/rdo nlyres/A26635BC-AE79-4EDA-
846BBF5700B926A5/0/PresidioTra ilsMap_SEPT2010.pdf

Source: http://www.presidio.gov/NR/rdonlyres/E5138135-A64D-4228-9912-
C69CAF92CBBE/O/CFR1002 .pdf

No Trust Projects Represented in List of Actions Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Appendix K lists more than 80 projects and actions within and outside the boundary of the GGNRA that
were conceivably compiled for consideration in the cumulative impact analysis. Only a small number of
the listed projects incrementally contribute to the cumulative impacts on resources affected by the dog
management project, and fewer still are discussed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. Furthermore, only 2 of the
actions are Trust activities (the Presidio Vegetation Management Plan and the Presidio Trails and
Bikeways Plan), and these are presumably listed only because the NPS was directly involved. Despite the
questionable listing of such a broad array of projects, no other Trust projects or actions, including the
PTMP, the Main Post Update to the PTMP, Quartermaster Reach, and the Main Parade, are represented
in the appendix. As discussed above, the inclusion of Trust actions occurring in proximity to Area A is
necessary to permit a complete analysis of cumulative effects of the project. The NPS should review the
Trust's planning and environmental documents13 to determine those actions that contribute to
significant cumulative effects of concern, and add them to the list in Appendix K for consideration in the
analysis.

MAPS
Vicinity Map Should Acknowledge Jurisdiction of Trust in Area B
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Map 1 in the Maps section of the DEIS indicates the boundaries of various NPS units, state, regional,
county and city parks, and other land management agencies in the greater region addressed by the dog
management plan. However, the Trust-managed portion of the Presidio (Area B) is left blank, leaving it
unclear to the reader as to which agency has jurisdiction over the area. For clarity, the NPS should treat
Area B the same way that the GGNRA northern areas (managed by Point Reyes National Seashore) are
shown: with a leader line (arrow) followed by the text "Presidio Area B is managed by the Presidio
Trust."

FOOTNOTES:

1 Letter of September 20, 2006 from Craig Middleton, Trust Executive Director to Brian O'Neill, former
Superintendent, Golden Gate National. Recreation Area. Re: Request for Written Comments on
GGNRA Dog Management Plan/EIS.

2 CEQ NEPA Regulations Section 1508.8(b).

3 CEQ Forty Most Asked Questions No. 14b.

4 NPS Management Policies 2006, Section 2, Park System Planning.

5 See CEQ Forty Most Asked Questions No. 23a, Conflicts of Federal Proposal With Land Use Plans,
Policies or Controls, which goes on to say: "comments from officials of the affected area should be
solicited early and should be carefully acknowledged and answered in the EIS."

6 In fact, the first mention of any regulations on dog walking in Area B appears on page 369, and the
oblique reference is only provided to rationalize a finding of no impact to geology and soils.

7 In the notice of its intention to establish the Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog
Management at GGNRA published in the Federal Register on June 28, 2005, the NPS erroneously
reported the Trust as a committee member (since respectfully withdrawn) that would represent "the
interests of local government."

816 U.S.C. 460bb appendix.

9 CEQ Handbook "Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act,"
January 1997.

10 The CEQ Handbook advises that the "first step in identifying future actions is to investigate the plans
of... other agencies in the area."

11 See 40 C.F.R. 1502.22, Incomplete or unavailable information.

12 $4.3 million, which represents 42% of the total USPP budget GGNRA-wide in FY2010.
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Correspondence Text

Dear Superintendent Dean:

I am writing to express concerns that I have with the draft rules for dog management at the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area (GGNRA) in San Francisco and San Mateo Counties. As you know, when
Congress created the GGNRA nearly forty years ago, it intended to not only preserve and support the
unique park space but also maintain the historic recreational and educational opportunities that residents
of the San Francisco Bay Area had traditionally enjoyed. This park is unique from others in our nation as it
is truly an urban space. As you move forward with the proposed rule, I urge you to not only address the
concerns that my constituents have raised, but make every effort to protect both the environmental
characteristics that are unique to this park and the historic recreational uses that the residents in this
region rely on.

As you know, two of the communities in my district, Montara and Moss Beach, border Rancho Corral de
Tierra, a wonderful property that spans more than 4,000 acres which many of my constituents visit on a
daily basis. For decades, residents of the region have been stewards of the land and truly consider it to be
part of their own backyards. The area is regarded as dog friendly, largely because of the numerous trails
available for dog walking. I understand that because ownership of the land is only now in the process of
being transferred to the GGNRA, the draft dog management rules do not address the region. Therefore,
the space will be classified as "new lands" when the proposed rules takes effect and dogs would be
prohibited, absent a compendium from you determining otherwise. I urge you to consider all options
available for this land after the transfer is complete and reject the default dog prohibition. Further, just as
the public has had an opportunity to comment on all property affected by the dog management plan, so
too should the residents who frequent this property. Thus far they have been denied the option to
contribute to the public process because the land has not been under GGNRA ownership. They must be
afforded the chance to actively participate in the process and a solution must be crafted which both
protects the unique environmental aspects of the park while preserving recreational usage.

I am also concerned about the severity of the Ocean Beach preferred alternative, As you know, the
proposed policy would only permit dogs off leash in the one mile area north of stairwell 21.
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Dogs will be completely restricted from the entire beach which is south of this marker ' a 2-mile stretch
that many of my constituents regularly visit with their dogs. I appreciate the rationale that the Snowy
Plover frequent this area and have been disrupted by the dogs, but ask that you consider all less restrictive
means that would still protect this endangered species. Might you designate an area within this zone
where birds are not as prevalent which can be set aside for off leash use? Please evaluate this and any other
plausible alternatives that would both accommodate the dog walkers who utilize this stretch of beach
while protecting the Snowy Plover.

Lastly, many of my constituents regularly visit the Fort Funston beach area with their dogs and are
concerned with the preferred alternative restrictions. While I join them in commending the fact that the
proposal would maintain the beach area as off leash, I ask that you reexamine the plateau area restrictions.
Specifically, commercial dog walkers and non-commercial dog walkers alike have shared with me that
they would like the open field area just north of the drinking fountains to remain off leash, rather than
prohibited to dogs altogether, as the plan proposes. As you know, dogs would benefit most from the span
if they are able to run around off leash and this space has been historically used for that purpose. In
addition, many of my constituents are concerned that the preferred alternative would require dogs to be
on leash on both beach access trails, and that this could impose a safety risk due to the steep decline. I
urge you to reevaluate this proposal so that it is more logistically sound.

The issues that I have raised are certainly not exhaustive of those presented by my constituents but are
rather those of greatest concern. I am pleased that you have promised to review and adequately respond
to the comments you have received from the public during this period and I expect that my constituents
will have their voices heard through that process. Furthermore, I view this as only the first step in what is a
very important democratic exercise. To that end, I look forward to reviewing the draft rule later this year,
including any revisions extracted from the submitted comments.

As you know, the lands that make up the GGNRA are invaluable to the people of our region. I commend
you for taking steps to protect the endangered wildlife and the precious environment. I also thank you for
your fair and full consideration of the issues my constituents have raised.

All the best,
Jackie Speier
Member of Congress
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Correspondence Text
Dear Mr. Dean:

The Environmental Protection. Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the above project. Our review and comments are pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section
309 of the Clean Air Act.

The National Park Service (NPS) has developed a Dog Management Plan that is intended to provide clear,
enforceable policy regarding the manner and extent of dog use on Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(GGNRA) lands. The proposed Plan and Draft EIS describe six alternatives for each of twenty-two
locations for the management of dog activities in San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo Counties, and
detail the resources that would be affected at those locations. NPS has identified, for each site, a preferred
alternative that is expected to minimize environmental impacts to endangered species such as the snowy
plover and mission blue butterfly, decrease disturbance of soils and vegetation, and protect water quality
of lagoons, creeks, and wetland habitats.

EPA recognizes and appreciates the need to manage recreational use of GGNRA lands in order to protect
sensitive resources, and the difficulty of balancing the often competing goals of conservation and public
access, We support the imposition of reasonable restrictions on dogs where necessary and appropriate.
From the perspective of protecting resources within the GGNRA, the proposed action has many clear
benefits; however? we are concerned that the Draft EIS does not fully address the potential impacts on
resources outside of the GGNRA, as well as some impacts, within GGNRA boundaries.

Based on our review, EPA has rated the document Environmental Concerns- Insufficient Information
(see enclosed "Summary of EPA Rating Definitions"), We believe that the Draft EIS presents an
insufficient analysis of the proposed Plan's indirect impacts on city, county, and State parks, as well as
GGNRA lands. Additional analysis should be conducted to identify the locations outside of the subject
GGNRA lands that are most likely to receive greater use by current GGNRA users seeking alternate
recreational areas for their dogs, and to evaluate the likely impacts of increased use of such alternate areas
by such individuals and their dogs. EPA recommends that, in the Final EIS, NPS 1) identify locations of
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parks that are likely to receive increased visitation, 2) identify the resources at these locations, and 3)
discuss more thoroughly the potential induced impacts on these resources.

For most of the GGNNRA locations, the Draft EIS identifies at least one city, county or State park that
may receive increased visitation as a result of implementing tne preferred alternative. These parks appear
to have been selected based primarily on geographic proximity to the GGNRA location. Proximity may
not always be the determining factor for where a person will choose to walk his/her dog. In the Final EIS,
NPS should include the reasoning used in identifying locations that may experience induced visitation,
considering factors such as types of recreation available (trails, roads, off-leash, on- leash), types of habitat
and terrain (beach, forest, scrubland, hilly, flat), the availability of water for drinking or water play, the
availability of nearby parking, the presence or absence of poison oak, etc., in addition to proximity.
Surveys of current GGNRA users with dogs may be useful in identifying the alternate areas most likely to
be visited. The Final EIS should identify the parks most likely to receive increased visitation, particularly
near high-use GGNRA locations where there would be restrictions or concentrated dog recreation,
including Muir Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach, Ocean Beach, and Fort Funston.

The Draft EIS does not identify the types of resources that are likely to be adversely affected as a result of
indirect impacts. For many of the GGNRA locations, the document states that the types of resources
present at the potential alternate parks are unknown. Some of the alternate parks contain water bodies,
vegetation, anti/or wildlife that could be affected by increased dog use. Other resources or values that may
be affected include visitor experience or human health and safety. EPA encourages NPS to identify more
thoroughly those resources on which indirect impacts will occur.

Finally, the Draft EIS does not sufficiently identify and'analyze impacts on the resources at locations likely
to receive increased visitation. For some GGNRA locations, such as Mori Point for example, the Draft EIS
states that water quality (p. 529), vegetation (p. 671), and wildlife (p. 963) at adjacent sites could receive
indirect impacts as a result of implementing the preferred alternative, but that any impacts to those
resources are expected to be negligible. No information or documentation is provided to support this
conclusion for Mori Point, nor for many of the other locations that would experience changes in dog use
as a result of implementation of the preferred alternative. The Final EIS should describe the likely impacts
on areas expected to receive increased use and explain how they were determined.

Although, on the whole, EPA expects that the proposed action would be beneficial to GGNRA lands and
resources, potential adverse impacts are not limited to other parks, but also include some GGNRA lands.
For example, the document states that the preferred alternative for Muir Beach "provides 'a no-dog
experience on the beach and those visitors looking for a southern Marin beach for dog walking could'go
to Rodeo Beach" (p. 104). Therefore, it is reasonably foreseeable that Rodeo Beach will experience
indirect impacts as a result of restrictions at Muir Beach. The DEIS does not analyze the impacts to Rodeo
Beach that would be expected from eliminating dog recreation on Muir Beach, which is a "high on
weekends" visitor use area (p. 271), This is particularly notable given that Rodeo lagoon has occurrences
of federally-endangered tidewater goby.

The DEIS identifies numerous city, municipal, and State parks in the Bay Area that provide opportunities
for recreation with dogs; however, many of them are located at substantial distances from GGNRA
locations where restrictions would occur. It may not be necessary to fully analyze potential indirect
impacts at all of the identified parks. Some city and local parks do not have sensitive resources such as
wetlands, coastal dunes, or endangered species, and some city and local parks would not expect increased
visitation as a result of the proposed action. Some GGNRA lands are identified as low-use areas and may
have negligible displaced impacts. However, a fuller analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts where they
would be most likely to occur should be provided in the Final EIS. Some potential indirect impacts that
should be more thoroughly investigated include impacts to water quality, vegetation, wildlife, and park
maintenance needs; changes in vehicle miles traveled to access recreational sites; dog waste management;
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visitor use experience; and increased or concentrated erosion.

EPA encourages NPS to continue to work with cities in Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo to resolve
conflicts, address community concerns, and increase public understanding of the need and basis for the
proposed action.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Should you have any questions regarding our
comments, please contact me at (415) 972-3521, or contact Stephanie Skophammer, the lead reviewer for
the project. Stephanie can be reached at (415) 972-3098 or skophammer.stephanie@epa.gov.

Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager----' Environmental Review Office Communities and Ecosystems
Division

Enclosures: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
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May 30, 2011
Frank Dean

General Superintendent
GGNRA, Building 201
Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

RE: GGNRA DRAFT DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Dear Superintendent Dean:

As the State Senator representing the 8th District in California, which includes much of the Golden Gate
Natural Recreation Area (GGNRA), I am writing this letter of public comment as a reflection of my
constituents' concerns.

As a general principle, I understand the need to address the difficulties the GGNRA has encountered in
managing the area and balancing the interests of preservation and recreation. Given the long history of
controversy, I am supportive of the effort to modernize the GGNRA's management policy so as to best
protect sensitive lands and species and balance this with recreational use of the area.

I am interested in resolving the issue in a way that collaboratively considers both environmental and
recreational factors. I believe a balanced final resolution reached through collaboration is an important
goal not just as a matter of policy, but as a key peacemaking tool in resolving this historically emotional
and hotly debated issue in San Francisco.

I have two significant concerns with the GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (hereafter "draft plan") that I believe should be addressed in the GGNRA's revised plan.

1) Compliance-Based Management and Public Comment

Based on constituent concerns and on information obtained through stakeholder meetings, I am
concerned the compliance-based management strategy does not yet a) include a proposed system
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monitoring and implementation, or b) adequately incorporate the principles of public involvement and
comment in policy changes. Compliance with the eventual final version of the plan will undoubtedly be
difficult; however, an open, transparent, collaborative approach will ultimately create far better results-
better strategies, better compliance, better protection of sensitive species and habitats, and better
community relations. A heavy-handed approach, or even the perception of such, will only perpetuate the
current controversy-and it appears the lack of a proposed implementation plan for the compliance-based
management proposal has already created that effect. The GGNRA must go through an open, public
process with stakeholders to construct that plan for compliance management, and I encourage the
GGNRA to further consider alternatives to the current compliance-based management proposal that
would better incorporate public collaboration in assessing and improving compliance outcomes.

2) Consideration of Impact on City Parks

The draft plan does not adequately consider or evaluate potential impacts on city parks. Rather, the draft
plan appears to concentrate on economic factors such as impacts on nearby businesses and commercial
dog walking, while grazing over potential changes in park use behaviors and the effect on city parks. The
ultimate conclusion that the "potential impacts on social and economic conditions [in San Francisco]
would be highly unlikely to exceed a 'negligible' threshold, and are therefore eliminated from detailed
consideration" (1) is incomplete and inadequate.

I believe the GGNRA is mistaken and misguided in its reasoning on this point, and that the impacts on city
infrastructure should be fully evaluated and addressed in the revised plan.

It is reasonable to assume that potential consequences of dog management policies within one jurisdiction
will indeed affect the other. The draft plan itself states that "visitation data on local visitors walking their
dogs off-leash in the park are not available; however, reports from park staff suggest that use of GGNRA
by dog walkers has been increasing as regulations limiting or prohibiting off-leash dogs in areas managed
by other agencies have been increasingly enforced."(2) It must then be recognized that the same will hold
true if the GGNRA itself limits allowance of off-leash dogs.

Limiting assessment of impacts on the city to the socioeconomic effects of changing spending patterns of
visitors is shortsighted. The potential effects on the city extend far beyond that-specifically, the financial
strain on city infrastructure to accommodate potential increased use of city parks. With over 100,000 dogs
in San Francisco, there will be impacts-but without appropriate assessment, we cannot determine to what
degree the city's infrastructure will be affected. Without that information, the City cannot adequately
prepare itself to deal with or mitigate any impacts ? large or small.

It is not smart public policy to consider impacts of this proposal within silos of governmental jurisdiction.
The public does not perceive the world through federal versus local lenses, and public perception and
buy-in are essential to a consensus outcome on this issue.

The only responsible action is for the GGNRA and the City to jointly assess the potential impacts and
consider how best to holistically manage the potential migration of dog activity between the GGNRA and
city parks. I respectfully request this be included in the GGNRA's revised plan.

Respecting The Process

The most important and most useful tool in achieving the ultimate goal of a consensus resolution is a fair,
open, transparent, collaborative rulemaking process. A collaborative problem-solving approach is indeed
more difficult when there is a high level of disagreement amongst affected parties and stakeholders-but
that is precisely why that approach is most necessary in order to achieve long term resolution. I appreciate
that the GGNRA embraced that idea and attempted to go through the negotiated rulemaking process.
While that effort was not successful, I encourage the GGNRA, in its ongoing efforts to be open, public,
and fair, to continue to be as collaborative as possible as this process moves forward given the
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controversial nature of this issue.

I also encourage the GGNRA to extend that spirit of collaboration and work with the City to resolve this
issue. The GGNRA, though federally operated, is a partner in the San Francisco community. To transfer
responsibility of dealing with this problem to the city without assisting in an assessment of and plan to
deal with it would be irresponsible and, more importantly, would not solve the problem.

Sincerely,

Senator Leland Y. Yee, Ph.D.
California State Senate, District 8

(1) GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement, Vol. 1, p. 23.
(2) Ibid, p. 23.
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Dear Friends at GGNRA ?

I am writing to you as the Governor's appointee to the 3rd Supervisorial District of the County of Marin,
formerly held by the late Charles McGlashan. I also live in Sausalito and am a longtime Southern Marin
resident. I do not envy you this particular task, and I offer comments that have been gleaned from many
conversations with Southern Marin residents regarding the proposed dog leash regulations.

I have great respect for the need to preserve and restore this treasured recreation area in the midst of a
bustling urban center, and think that most of the proposed changes strike a reasonable balance between
what the strict environmental protectionists would want on the one hand and what the dog lovers would
want on the other.

The following general comments apply to the proposal overall:

1. Continuous trail loops will encourage more active engagement with the environment while exercising.
Many people, especially those who are aging, walk their dogs on trails such as this as their main exercise.
We are all working towards similar goals of a healthier and more vibrant community and loop trails would
serve those goals.

2. Education and signage: Education and explanatory signage will go a long way towards the goal of
keeping dogs out of sensitive habitat. Most people want to do the right thing, they just need to understand
the details of habitat protection. Making it clear that people AND dogs must stay on trails and roads and
avoid going cross country should be enforced throughout the area. (This seems particularly apropos of
the Homestead Valley alternatives.)

3. Specific times for ROLA would allow some flexibility and would create optimum visitor experiences for
those with and those without dogs.

We also would like to make a few specific points on behalf of the constituents on this side of the bridge:

Oakwood Valley Fire Road and Oakwood Valley Trail to Alta Trail: The most striking concern here is the
gated and fenced dog run concept. We have heard anecdotally from several members of the "Dog Tech"
subcommittee (Roger Roberts, Capt. Cindy Machado, Jane Woodman and Sonya Hanson, among others)

L-70 Golden Gate National Recreation Area



Appendix L: Agency Consultation

that there was in fact not consensus regarding this ? and the 'assent' that was heard at the meeting was
meant to be ironic. The gated and fenced idea seems to run contrary to the hoped for experience that
being out in nature would provide.

We would request that the Oakwood Valley Fire Road and the Oakwood Valley Trail be a continuous
loop with 'dogs on leash' at a minimum (off leash would be preferable) and that the connector to the Alta
Trail and up to Donahue be designated as 'dog-friendly’, as well. It would be preferable to leave this trail
available for dogs along its entirety, creating a loop that can be accessed from several different points
(Tennessee Valley Rd, Donahue St. and the Orchard Fire Rd). Please note that there is the appearance of
an equity issue here, as the trail is primarily accessed at the top of Donahue in Marin City. This is a
community with some of the highest rates of heart disease, diabetes and childhood obesity in Marin.
Having this loop accessible to all ages in this community, and especially children, is seen as a critical
component to creating a healthy community.

Marin Headlands: Again, we would like to suggest that as many loops be created as possible with fewer
dead-end trails. It would certainly be acceptable to have both off-leash and on-leash areas, but it seems
that dogs on leash should be allowed on sidewalks and roads. For instance, the intersection of the Rodeo
Valley Trail could be connected at McCullough to the Coastal Trail, which would provide a great deal of
variety and options for trail choice.

We hope that NPS will continue to make the recreation area as accessible to all as possible. In reviewing
the Transportation Plan, it is clear that getting people out of their cars and out into nature is the goal,
which we applaud. While we strongly support protecting vulnerable habitat, we are concerned that the
current plan would leave Muir and Rodeo as the only beaches in the Marin portion of the GGNRA where
dogs would be allowed.

Fort Baker: Please consider including the Parade Grounds, Drowns Fire Road and East Road for dogs on
leash.

I think the vast majority of dog owners are good citizens and strive to make sure that their canine
companions are good citizens, as well. Try as we might, there will always be the rare bad actors and bad
visitor interactions. Making it clear where dogs are prohibited gives the "no dogs" visitor the option to be
in a 'dog-free' zone, and fair warning on other trails that they are likely to encounter dogs there. Similarly,
dog owners can feel comfortable that they can enjoy time outdoors in this splendid and treasured place on
trails where they are indeed welcome.

Thank you for considering these points. I look forward to seeing the comments once you have collected
them all. As I said at the top of this letter, I do not envy you this task, but very much appreciate your
dedication to improving the experience for all.

Best regards,

Kathrin Sears
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Correspondence Text
Dear Superintendent Dean:

I write to offer SF Animal Care & Control's comments on the National Park Service's Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Dog Management (Plan/DEIS) for the GGNRA. As you are aware,
SF/ACC is responsible for stray or unwanted domestic animals and finding them new homes, but we also
provide rescue and facilitate wildlife rehabilitation for sick, injured and orphaned animals throughout San
Francisco. Accordingly, we are an advocate for dogs (and off-leash exercise) as well as for other animal
welfare issues including respect for and coexistence with local wildlife.

The Plan/DEIS expresses' an intention to ensure the protection of natural, cultural and recreational
resources of that land. The primary supporters of the Plan/DEIS share our concerns about the impact on
native wildlife. However, the Plan/DEIS lends itself to an interpretation that polarizes advocates on either
side by pushing them to choose advocacy for dogs or that of natural resources. SF/ACC does not agree
that a dog management plan has to invoke an either/or situation. We share the advocates' concerns about
wildlife and other environmental impact. However, the EIS document presented by the NPS does not
clearly demonstrate that the presence of off-leash dogs is the sole, or even primary, cause of damage to
native species or wildlife. The EIS document lacks foundation or analysis about the cause of any such
impact. The mere fact of off-leash dogs being present does not lead to an automatic conclusion that those
dogs have impacted an area that is also frequented by people without dogs or people with dogs on leash,
horses, hang gliders, the Park Service Ranger's AT Vs, or other predatory wildlife.

The NPS preferred alternative with restrictions and a compliance based enforcement that could
ultimately lead to an outright ban prohibiting dogs from being allowed on GGNRA property altogether
does not contemplate the urban environment in which those lands sit or the interests of the people of San
Francisco and the Bay Area. Moreover, this position is overly restrictive given that the NPS has not taken
any intermediate steps to educate the public and users about what is required for coexistence and
collaboration. In fact, the limited education that has taken place has been initiated by local dog
organizations interested in preserving their access to the off- leash areas. It seems that the NPS has not
attempted to implement other, less restrictive options at their disposal prior to proposing significant
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limitations. For example, the NPS could implement an adaptive management plan that might include
signs, timed use, fencing, and/or' enforcement of local or state laws similar to our local pooper scooper
law, licensing laws or permitting options. Taking such steps would indicate openness to our community's
concerns and to our unique Bay Area environment.

After several meetings with you and GGNRA Director of Communications Howard Levitt, we heard and
even share your concerns about visitor and employee safety, wildlife protection, and maintaining
resources for future generations. We would like to continue to work with you on solutions that would
allow for more flexibility in coming up with a plan that addresses the needs of San Francisco residents,
both human and non-human. Peaceful coexistence requires understanding and movement from both
sides and is the only way that a City like San Francisco, with such diverse interests, can seek solutions to
our challenges.

Yours very truly,

Rebecca Katz
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Correspondence Text
Dear Mr. Dean:

Subject: Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Marin, San Francisco and San Mateo Counties

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(GGNRA) Dog Management Plan draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and appreciates this
opportunity to convey our comments.

National Park Service Preferred Alternatives

DFG recognizes the lengthy and on-going public decision making process conducted by the GGNRA in
preparation of the draft EIS. In general, DFG believes that the National Park Service (NPS) Preferred
Alternatives represent a reasonable consideration of biological resources in balance with other demands
on GGNRA lands. DFG recognizes that the Environmentally Preferable Alternative (Alternative D) was
selected for many sites as well as for New Lands. DFG also recognizes that in several cases where the NPS
Preferred Alternative is other than the Environmentally Preferable Alternative, the NPS Preferred
Alternative is indistinguishable from the Environmentally Preferable Alternative with respect to effects on
wildlife. In general, DFG appreciates this opportunity to communicate our overall support for the project
as proposed in the draft EIS. We encourage GGNRA to consider the following site-specific comments in
preparation of the final EIS.

In cases where Alternative D is not the selected alternative, it is unclear if the Park Stewardship Programs
Initiative projects will truly offset the differences in impacts between the selected Alternative and
Alternative D as it appears that the implementation of these programs is unrelated to the Alternative
adopted. It generally appears that the adoption of Alternative D is most consistent with the overall success
of these projects.

Oakwood Valley

The NPS Preferred Alternative (Alternative C) differs from the Environmentally Preferable Alternative in
the designation of a regulated off-leash area (ROLA) on the Oakwood Valley Fire Road. Under
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Alternative D, dogs would be required to be leashed. As stated in the draft EIS, the adoption of Alternative
C at this site is likely to result in minor adverse impacts to vegetation. DFG recommends that Alternative
D be selected as the adopted alternative as it, by requiring dogs to be leashed on the fire road, would
largely avoid impacts to vegetation which may result from trampling, digging, and waste.

Rodeo Beach/South Rodeo Beach

The NPS Preferred Alternative (Alternative C) differs from Alternative D in the designation of an
extensive ROLA on Rodeo Beach which under the Alternative D would be split between areas designated
for on-leash recreation and areas closed to dogs. Within the ROLA, permit holders would be allowed to
have up to six dogs off leash. As stated in the draft EIS, the adoption of the Alternative C at this site is
likely to result in moderate adverse impacts to coastal foredune vegetation due to the large size and
location of the ROLA, resulting in long-term adverse impacts to marine mammals and birds. DFG
recommends that Alternative D be selected as the adopted alternative as it, by a combination requiring
dogs to be leashed and prohibiting dogs from portions of the beach, would avoid impacts to vegetation
which may result from trampling, digging, and waste and avoid impacts to marine mammals and birds
which may result from repeated flushing, barking, biting, or other pursuit or contact.

Crissy Field

The NPS Preferred Alternative (Alternative C) differs from the Environmentally Preferable Alternative in
the designation of a ROLA along the shoreline of Central Beach. Under Alternative D, dogs would be
prohibited in this area. As stated in the draft EIS, the adoption of Alternative C at this site is likely to result
in minor adverse impacts to coastal dune vegetation; long-term moderate adverse impacts on shorebirds,
gulls, terns and marine mammals; and long-term adverse impacts to the federally threatened western
snowy plover. DFG recommends that Alternative D be selected as the adopted alternative as it, by
prohibiting dogs from the Central Beach shoreline, would avoid impacts to coastal dune vegetation which
may result from trampling, digging, and dog waste; impacts to birds which may result from repeated
flushing; impacts to marine mammals which may result from biting, barking, or physical contact; and
impacts to snowy plover which may result from harassment, including interruption of foraging and
roosting behavior.

Ocean Beach

The NPS Preferred Alternative (Alternative C) differs from the Environmentally Preferable Alternative in
the designation of a ROLA on the beach north of Stairwell 21. Under Alternative D, dogs would be
required to be leashed in this area. As stated in the draft EIS, the adoption of Alternative C at this site is
likely to result in minor adverse impacts to beach vegetation, long-term moderate adverse effects on
shorebirds, gulls, and terns and marine mammals, and potentially limit use of preferred habitat by the
federally threatened western snowy plover. DFG recommends that Alternative D be selected as the
adopted alternative, as it, by requiring dogs to be leashed north of Stairwell 21, would avoid impacts to
birds which may result from repeated flushing; impacts to marine mammals which may result from biting,
barking, or physical contact; and impacts to snowy plover which may result from harassment.

Fort Funston

The NPS Preferred Alternative (Alternative C) differs from the Environmentally Preferable Alternative in
the designation of a ROLA on the beach south of the Beach Access Trail and designation of a ROLA
between the parking lot and Sunset Trail. Under Alternative D, dogs would be required to be leashed on
the beach, dogs would be excluded off-trail between the parking lot and Sunset Trail, and a ROLA would
be established at a site adjacent to the Habitat Protection Area. As stated in the draft EIS, the adoption of
Alternative C at this site is likely to result in minor adverse impacts to coastal dune vegetation, long-term
major adverse impacts on wildlife, and long-term minor-to-moderate adverse impacts to San Francisco
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lessignia. DFG recommends that Alternative D be selected as the adopted alternative, as it would, by
requiring dogs to be leashed on the beach and excluding dogs off trail between the parking lot and Sunset
Trail, avoid impacts to coastal dune vegetation and San Francisco lessingia which may result from
trampling, digging, and dog waste; impacts to birds which may result from repeated flushing; and impacts
to marine mammals which may result from biting, barking, or physical contact.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Richard Fitzgerald, Coastal Habitat Conservation
Supervisor, at (707) 944-5568; or Mr. Scott Wilson, Environmental Program Manager, at (707) 944-5584.

Sincerely,

Carl Wilcox
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc: State Clearinghouse
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Correspondence Text
Dear Superintendent Dean:

I am writing to provide comments on the Draft Dog Management Plan/DEIS. The members of the
GGNRA Liaison Committee of the City of Pacifica discussed this document with GGNRA representatives
as well as those citizens who have provided comments to the Committee to understand the context and
content of the DEIS with special emphasis on affected lands in Pacifica.

At their regular meeting of May 23, 2011, the City Council held a public hearing, reviewed and deliberated
on the comments relating to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Dog Management in GGNRA
lands within the limits of the City of Pacifica, and voted unanimously to submit the following comments:

Multimedia Approach to Public Education in Pacifica:

Despite the considerable publicity surrounding the DEIS and potential dog management rule changes
coming, there will always be a subset of the public that will be caught unaware when these changes are
implemented. We request the GGNRA employ their skills at outreach and education by adopting a
multimedia approach and avail themselves of the many informational options available in Pacifica for
outreach (e.g. newspaper, television, web sites, clubs/organizations, meetings etc.).

Rule Compliance and Enforcement Should Include a Tiered Approach:

It is our understanding there will be a compliance component including the option to increase overall
restrictions at a given site if compliance drops below a defined threshold (e.g. dogs in an on-leash area
may become a no dogs allowed area). We also expect that eventually, in the extreme, the possibility will
exist of issuing citations to individuals in violation of the regulations. We would hope that such
compliance and eventual enforcement actions will include a tiered approach with a sufficient period of
informal warnings to ensure all park users are aware of the management changes. We encourage the
GGNRA to work with local dog organizations (e.g. POOCH) with regard to prior outreach and education,
as well as monitoring efforts, to evaluate compliance once the regulations are implemented.
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Clear Signage at Enforcement Transition Zones:

There are a number of locations where there is a transition between GGNRA and City- managed lands.
Without clear and prominent signage a person walking a dog may suddenly find they are no longer on
City property but GGNRA land and in violation of the new regulations. An example of such a transition
zone is at the south end of the berm (owned by the City of San Francisco but managed and used by
Pacificans) which transitions seamlessly into GGNRA Mori Point land. Therefore we encourage GGNRA
to clearly post these transition zones.

Site-Specific Comments

The following are comments specific to the "alternatives" presented by the DEIS plan for lands in
Pacifica. Map references refer to maps of the various "alternatives" for each location. In most cases we
select a particular map "alternative" modified by the inclusion of certain trails. Our overall rationale for
suggesting these changes include: 1) the need for more recreational access on GGNRA lands for on-leash
dog walkers in Pacifica including loop trails and access to and from neighborhoods or open space areas
exhibiting high visitor volume; 2) the belief that these changes are compatible with maintaining ecosystem
integrity; 3) our Committee members' observations that under controlled conditions, on-leash dog access
to open space has not always, over the past decades, degraded habitat integrity; and 4) concerns that the
site use restrictions proposed in the DEIS will cause negative effects from the pressures for other outdoor
dog-related recreation.

Sweeney Ridge:

Map 19E should include on-leash access for the Baquiano and Sneath Lane/NPS Easement Trails. We
suggest that the thick chaparral on the Baquiano side and the fact that the Sneath Lane/NPS trail is paved
would prevent most if not all dogs from accessing the property off the trails (in the event there is non-
compliance with the leash law). Proper enforcement of the rules should ensure that few if any violations
occur, in which case the environmental effects from site access on this parcel would be minimal.

Milagra Ridge:
No Comment.
Mori Point:

We suggest that the trails designated on Map 17C as "Tmigtac" and "Polywog" trails be modified to allow
on-leash dog access. We believe the likelihood of either the red-legged frog or the San Francisco garter
snake being harmed or negatively affected is extremely remote. Furthermore, the "Polywog" trail is an
example of where it is important to maintain neighborhood access from Old Mori Point road to Fairway
Drive. This trail runs parallel to a long fence line and is clearly not a species migratory corridor.

Pedro Point:

Map 20C was lacking detailed trail maps making it difficult to evaluate these options. The GGNRA has
access to the publically vetted trails map that was created through a cooperative effort of the Pacifica Land
Trust and the National Park Service. We suggest incorporating the trails map from that effort as a starting
place for discussion of possible on-leash dog access on Pedro Point. It seems reasonable to assume that as
soon as the Devils Slide tunnel is open and the segment of Highway 1 between the two portals is
abandoned and turned over to public foot and bicycle access, Pedro Point will become a popular
destination. If that is a valid assumption, the public will seek access to the site with their dogs. We suggest
adding the proposed trail network from the Pacifica Land Trust grant effort to more definitively establish
what forms of dog access might be possible in advance of the actual transfer to the GGNRA (which has
been pending for many years). It seems reasonable to consider on-leash access from the old parking area
up the south ridge, north to the middle ridge, and then back to the east via the ridge or the valley trail
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between those two ridges.
Future Considerations

The City Council established the GGNRA Liaison Committee with one of its goals being to promote the
economic interests of the City with respect to open space by promoting hiking, bicycle riding, bird
watching, and other recreational uses compatible with maintaining park resources. We are concerned that
a loss of on-leash dog access on lands within Pacifica might have unwanted economic consequences, as
dog walkers will go elsewhere, effectively eliminating the possibility of patronizing Pacifica's restaurants,
hotels, or other retail outlets. While this cannot be readily quantified, we wish to express our concerns
about this possibility, as it has been the City's long-held desire to see just the opposite occur. Our
partnership with the GGNRA has been premised on the mutual benefits that Pacifica and the National
Park Service can have from expanded open space. These are benefits that extend to both the human and
natural environments. We have expected to see increased visitation, possibly the expansion of a visitor
center, and habitat improvements (such as have occurred much to your credit at Mori Point) lead to
enhanced economic circumstances in Pacifica. While this remains possible, we encourage you to consider
these effects while making final evaluations of the proposed actions in the DEIS.

Last, there is the issue of exploring sites within or adjacent to the City of Pacifica. Many citizens have
asked if there could be some place in this vast park, and specifically in or near Pacifica, where the GGNRA
can establish an off leash area (e.g. land at Shelldance entrance adjacent to Highway 1). We would like to
extend the resources of our City staff and the Liaison Committee to assisting the GGNRA in identifying
such a location and how it could be managed in a manner consistent with the other off-leash areas under
consideration in the DEIS.

We thank you and your staff for your dedication and hard work. We continue to be grateful for all that
you have done and continue to do for the advancement of park lands in and near Pacifica.

Sincerely

Mary Ann Nihart
Mayor

cc: Council Members Pete DeJarnatt, Sue Digre, Jim Vreeland, and Len Stone
Paul Jones, Co-Chair, GGNRA Liaison Committee
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Correspondence Text

Dear Superintendent Dean,

Attached please find the Congresswoman's comment letter on the GGNRA dog management plan that
she would like to officially submit for processing. She asked that I thank you for taking the time yesterday
to talk through a number of the issues; it was helpful to her evaluation.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Enjoy your weekend, Alana

Alana Paull, Esq.

Senior Legislative Assistant

Office of Congresswoman Jackie Speler
400 S. El Camino Real, Suite 410

San Mateo, CA 94402

Dear Superintendent Dean:

I am writing to express concerns that I have with the draft rules for dog management at the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area (GGNRA) in San Francisco and San Mateo Counties. As you know, when
Congress created the GGNRA nearly forty years ago, it intended to not only preserve and support the
unique park space but also maintain the historic recreational and educational opportunities that residents
of the San Francisco Bay Area had traditionally enjoyed. This park is unique from others in our nation as it
is truly an urban space. As you move forward with the proposed rule, I urge you to not only address the
concerns that my constituents have raised, but make every effort to protect both the environmental
characteristics that are unique to this park and the historic recreational uses that the residents in this
region rely on.

As you know, two of the communities in my district, Montara and Moss Beach, border Rancho Corral de
Tierra, a wonderful property that spans more than 4,000 acres which many of my constituents visit on a
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daily basis. For decades, residents of the region have been stewards of the land and truly consider it to be
part of their own backyards. The area is regarded as dog friendly, largely because of the numerous trails
available for dog walking. I understand that because ownership of the land is only now in the process of
being transferred to the GGNRA, the draft dog management rules do not address the region. Therefore,
the space will be classified as "new lands" when the proposed rules takes effect and dogs would be
prohibited, absent a compendium from you determining otherwise. I urge you to consider all options
available for this land after the transfer is complete and reject the default dog prohibition. Further, just as
the public has had an opportunity to comment on all property affected by the dog management plan, so
too should the residents who frequent this property. Thus far they have been denied the option to
contribute to the public process because the land has not been under GGNRA ownership. They must be
afforded the chance to actively participate in the process and a solution must be crafted which both
protects the unique environmental aspects of the park while preserving recreational usage.

I am also concerned about the severity of the Ocean Beach preferred alternative, As you know, the
proposed policy would only permit dogs off leash in the one mile area north of stairwell 21.

Dogs will be completely restricted from the entire beach which is south of this marker ' a 2-mile stretch
that many of my constituents regularly visit with their dogs. I appreciate the rationale that the Snowy
Plover frequent this area and have been disrupted by the dogs, but ask that you consider all less restrictive
means that would still protect this endangered species. Might you designate an area within this zone
where birds are not as prevalent which can be set aside for off leash use? Please evaluate this and any other
plausible alternatives that would both accommodate the dog walkers who utilize this stretch of beach
while protecting the Snowy Plover.

Lastly, many of my constituents regularly visit the Fort Funston beach area with their dogs and are
concerned with the preferred alternative restrictions. While I join them in commending the fact that the
proposal would maintain the beach area as off leash, I ask that you reexamine the plateau area restrictions.
Specifically, commercial dog walkers and non-commercial dog walkers alike have shared with me that
they would like the open field area just north of the drinking fountains to remain off leash, rather than
prohibited to dogs altogether, as the plan proposes. As you know, dogs would benefit most from the span
if they are able to run around off leash and this space has been historically used for that purpose. In
addition, many of my constituents are concerned that the preferred alternative would require dogs to be
on leash on both beach access trails, and that this could impose a safety risk due to the steep decline. I
urge you to reevaluate this proposal so that it is more logistically sound.

The issues that I have raised are certainly not exhaustive of those presented by my constituents but are
rather those of greatest concern. I am pleased that you have promised to review and adequately respond
to the comments you have received from the public during this period and I expect that my constituents
will have their voices heard through that process. Furthermore, I view this as only the first step in what is a
very important democratic exercise. To that end, I look forward to reviewing the draft rule later this year,
including any revisions extracted from the submitted comments.

As you know, the lands that make up the GGNRA are invaluable to the people of our region. I commend
you for taking steps to protect the endangered wildlife and the precious environment. I also thank you for
your fair and full consideration of the issues my constituents have raised.

All the best,

Jackie Speier
Member of Congress
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most
of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering wise use of our land
and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of
our national parks and historic places, and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation.
The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is
in the best interests of all our people. The department also promotes the goals of the Take Pride in
America campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the public lands and
promoting citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American
Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.

(Fall 2013)

United States Department of the Interior - National Park Service
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